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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
s hor ten ed be caus e of 
space. Some names may 
have been changed 

CWI Pakistan 

JimO ’Mahony adds some interesting 
detail regarding the 1992 split of the Mili¬ 
tant organisation in Pakistan (Letters, 
November 10). Perhaps itwillhelpcom- 
rades understandwhyco-workingwith 
other socialist groups in relation to the 
Pakistan earthquake is so hard- despite 
Ted Crawford’s plea ( Weekly Worker 
October 27). 

It is my understanding that the tiny 
group of Pakistani comrades who re¬ 
mained loyaltoTaaffe saw our printing 
pres s destroyedby the p olice lather than 
handit to the GrantWbods majority dur¬ 
ing the original split. Earlier this year 
Taaffe’s Committee fora Workers’ In¬ 
ternational establishedtheTradeUnion 
Rights Campaign Pakistan (TURCP), 
resulting from its influence in a small trade 
union involved in the dispute over 
telecomprivatisation. Clearly this was 
designed to be confused withthe Paki¬ 
stan Trade Union Defence Campaign 
(PTUDC), set up by marxist.com in 
1998. 

This was the CWTs first significant in¬ 
fluence in Pakistan for some lOyearsand 
they almost immediately used their 
webs ite to slag off the role of the PTUDC 
in the telecom dispute. This was not that 
long after Tony Saunois from the CWI 
had written practically a whole pamphlet 
slagging off marxi st.com’s work in Ven¬ 
ezuela.This followednotthat lar behind 
Taaffe’s own three-chapter ‘reply’toTed 
Grant’s book on the history of British 
Trots kyi sm. Taaffe w as n ot happ y t hat 
the book only really covered up until 
195 0, andhisheydaywas consigned to 
a postscript. 

Despiteremainingongoodterms with 
anumberofSocialistParty members, we 
find the prospect ofworking closely with 
a group which directs so much venom 
towards us very limited. From our view- 
po int w e ha ve ju st go t on wi th th e j ob, 
andtheresults are there for people to see 
on marxist.com and the PTUDC 
websites. 

Ted Crawfordmay thinkthatSocial- 
ist Appeal is a tiny group of “old buffers ”. 
If so he is poorly informed. Many of us 
may be in our 40s, but we also have 
younger 1 ay ers. Ina difficultperiodfor 
everyone ontheleft in Britain and wehave 
usedour resources wisely in the intema- 
tionalfield. Butwe havenotgone away 
inBritain either. 

Ray McHale 
SocialistAppeal 

Confusing 

Whil e wanting to thank Jim O ’M ah ony 
forputtingme right onsorne ofthecon- 
fusing detai Is o f the Paki stani Trotskyi st 
left, I am still a wee bit confused and 
perhaps someone canhelp me. This is not 
justidle curiosity -1 do really think that 
the cry of‘Workers of the world, unite’ 
is rather important and that any group 
which claims to take itseriously should 
look at the divided state of the left in their 
own country asaptelirninary. 

Now I recognise that people have 
genuinely diffoent views and perspec- 
tiveson the tacticsto beusedinthe strug¬ 
gle, but strategically surely we work 
within and try to unify the trade union 
movement, where disunity will invariably 
and swiftly lead todisaster. Within the 
unions we can argue for different policies, 
butwedo not split] So I want to ask: is 
the TURCP as eparate union, a campaign 
outsi de the trade union movement tor its 
riglits(asitsnarne suggests) or possibly 
a faction within another bigger and 
broader union? If it is the latter, which 
one?Andif itisthefirst-the building of 
a separate un ion - why t he bl oody he 11 ? 
Surely the poor, weak and threatened 
Pakistani working classmovement can 
do without yet anotherfederation? 


A report on the web of the telecom¬ 
munication workers’ strike bythe Strug¬ 
gle group saysthere are eight different 
unions lb r tel ec ommunic ation w orkers - 
ye gods! It is said thatthe “the APTUF 
is the largestww'on in Pakistan” and in 
that u nion both the few L ambert ists and 
the few Maoists of the CMPK also 
work. There may be other tendencies 
working withinthistoo. That would searr 
the correct thingto do, unless, of course, 
tike the Grant/Woods International 
Marxist Tendency, you are working in the 
large PPP-affiliated union or the PTUDC 
(these confusing acronyms!). 

There may be certain advantages in 
doing this at the moment and I do not 
want to be too critical. But how do they 
alloperate inpractice? Isita bit like the 
Frenchunions, where they compete in the 
workplace?Or is itmore thecase that 
third worl d, middl ec lass organis as from 
one or another political tendency appear¬ 
and organise a workplace (doing then- 
best to keep out all the other buggers)? 
Or are there slogans like‘March sepa¬ 
rately, strike together’ and attempts to 
link up the diffaent workplaces and un¬ 
ions injoint struggle? 

In all this I seek enlightenment. Andit 
is, in my experience, the nitty-gritty of 
what h app en s on th e ground rat ha than 
broad, all-embracing rhetorical state¬ 
ments that can tell us most accurately 
where this orthat tendency and, rather 
more importantly, the class is going. 

Ted Crawford 
email 

Popular fronts 

In denying that Respect canbe hkened 
to a popular front, Ian Donov an writ es: 
“Ihaverepeatedlypointedout... that no 
popu lar fro nt in hist ory h as ever fough t 
for support Ibr armed resistance to its 
ownimperialistruling class in a colonial 
war.Norcanone do so,since by itsvery 
nature a popular front is a bloc with a 
wingofthatrulingclass aimed at heading 
off radicaland potentially revolutionary 
challenges to therule oft ts own bourgeoi¬ 
sie” (Letters, November 10). 

It is gross exaggeration to claim that 
Respect has “fought for support for 
armed resistance to itsown imperialist 
rulingclassin acolonial wafi’, ascom- 
rade Donovan would like to believe. 
Nowhere will he be able to find a single 
sentence amongstRespect campaigning 
material or offidalpub he statements that 
urg es supp ort for, or victo ry to, the Iraq i 
resistance - or calls for the occupation to 
be defeatedmilitarily. 

Indeed, when in July George Gallo¬ 
way strongl y impli ed just that i n a s erie s 
ofinterviewsandmeetings intheMiddle 
East, and was roundly condemned and 
threatened by the Britishmedia and es¬ 
tablishment for his pains, the Respect 
website did not even report the episode, 
let alone issue the kindofunequivocal 
statement fit at resides only in comrade 
Donovan’s head. 

It is true that, if you search hard 
enough, you will find,buried amongst 
Respect’s policy documents, the correct 
observation that “the defeat ofthe US- 
led occupation of Iraq is critical”. The 
document, deriv ed from the 2004 con¬ 
ference reso lution prop osed by the na- 
tional council, also states that the 
resistance, whichis “engaged in a battle 
to liberate tliecountry”, “deserves the 
support of the international anti-war 
movement”. 

But even here thetwo halves ofthe 
equation are not unambiguously pulled 
together alongthe lines of‘Respect sup¬ 
ports the defeat of the o ccupation by the 
Iraqi resistance’. This year’s national 
councilmotionon Iraq, bythe way, omits 
explicrtmentionoftheneedto defeat the 
occupationors upport fortheresistance, 
merely stating that Iraqis have “the right 
to resist foreign occupation” (motion21). 

Wlienit comesto actualcampaigning, 
such as duringthe general election, Re¬ 
spect prefers to stress the fact that Brit¬ 
ish tro ops are being p ut at ri sk by Tony 


Blair and the money would be better 
spent on the health service. There is no 
point in alienating patriotic voters, is 
there? Thisisto tally in line with the So¬ 
cialist WorkersParty’spolicy ofwater- 
ingdown its ownprinciplesindeference 
tothose to its right. 

And that, ofoourse, is the very essence 
o f a popu lar fron t. C omrade D onovan’s 
definition is inaccurate- apopular front 
isnotnecessarily a‘bloc with a wing of 
[the] ruling cl ass”,since thatcanhardly 
besaidtobethecase withthe CPGB’s 
versionof the 1930s, which was analli- 
ance with a smattering of b ourgeo is ele- 
m ents. 

Similarly the MushmAssociation of 
Britain can hardly be described asp art 
ofthe British ruling class in any mean- 
i ngfol sen se, b ut it is ind isputably a bour- 
geois organisation. Its leaders are 
capitalists andbusinessmen and itspo- 
litical positionsare unmistakably bour¬ 
geois. None of which prevents it 
opposingthe occupation oflraq and ex¬ 
pressing sympathy with sections ofthe 
resistance-many ofits members are of 
Iraqi or Arab des cent, after all. 

Comrade Donovan’s CPGB-phobia 
seems to be blinding him to the continu¬ 
ing rightward march ofthe SWP, for 
whichhe isacting as acompletely uncriti¬ 
cal‘left’ apologist. 

Peter Manson 
South London 

Dishonesty 

Ian Donovan states: “Hal Draper ... 
made the point that a struggle against 
national oppression is a democratic 
struggle even ifitresults inan undemo¬ 
cratic government.” 

However, Draper goes onto say: “But 
Marxists see no more reason to give 
political support - to a government, to a 
party, orto anyotherpolitical organisa¬ 
tion - in wartime thaninpeacetime, and 
do not believethat basic differences in 
socialpolicy become irrelevant just be¬ 
cause policyisto be carried out by arms 
ratherthanby ‘normal’ means. 

“On the contrary, itis precisely basic 
(especially class) differences in social 
policy which may make the difference 
betweenvictory or defeat inthe armed 
s truggl e its el f... or may determine just 
what it is that is won and who does the 
winning, after victory is achieved” (H 
D taper JTre ABC ofnati onal l ibera tion 
movements section 3). 

Ian claims to supportallforcesthat are 
genuinely fightingU S imperialism, but 
makes an exception when it comesto 
Zarqawi - who, despite Ian’s denials,is 
notonly fighting “tofomenta sunni-shia 
conflict”; he is also fighting, as partofhis 
i slamist agenda, “to expelthe imperial¬ 
ists”.In other words, he is striving, along 
with arangeofotherislamists,“to com¬ 
bine the liberation movement against 
European and Americ an imped alisrn with 
an attempt to streng then the posit ions of 
the khans, landowners, mullahs, etc”. 
Which is why Lenin advises usto“com- 
bat”, not support, ‘jtan-islamism and 
similar trends” (‘Preliminary draftthesis 
on nationalandcolonialquestions’, June 
5 1920). 

However, Ian has rej ectedLenin’s ad¬ 
vice as irrelevant and so, to be consist¬ 
ent should support those actions of 
Zarqawi (thereare many ofthem) that 
directly target the imperialists, whilecon- 
demning his actsofterrorismaimed at 
civilians. Why isitonly in Zarqawi’s case 
that Ian withholds support fromreaction- 
ary anti-occupationforces whose actions 
“can only help imperialism tomainta in its 
control’? 

Despit ehis di shonesty in ‘ overlooking’ 
Zarqawi’s anti- imperialist side, Ian iscor- 
rect to refuse support - he is a reaction¬ 
ary bastard who must be defeated. You 
cannot avoid having preferences as to 
how the imperialists are defeated, be¬ 
cause who wins decides what comes 
next. We need to fightfor file most demo¬ 
crat ic, secul ar ou tco me pos sible - wh ich 
simultaneouslyprovidesthe best possi¬ 


bility to d efeat imperialism 

I think it isprobablethat theAmerican- 
British forces will bepushed out oflraq 
withegg on their faces, but if they leave 
behind aBalkanisedlraq split alongreli- 
gious and ethnic lines it will notbe long 
beforethey are back as arbitrators. Itis 
only a secular, democratic victory that can 
ensure this doesn’t happen. 

Phil Kent 
Haringey 

Working time 

I am pleasantly surpris ed by your advo - 
cacy ofthemeasure,“Forannual parlia¬ 
ments with instantly recallable deputies” 
(Weekly Worker November 10). 

That’s something c oncrete, revolut ion¬ 
ary, progressive andrealistic - a combi¬ 
nation we seldom find on the left. I 
wonder could youadd to that the reduc- 
tionofworking time to four hours (more 
practical than six hours, which is a fright- 
enedhalfmeasure, unfortunatelydomi- 
nant at present). You would maybe be 
tli e fi rs 11 o su pport s uc h a re volut ionary, 
but like the above one fundamental, oo n- 
crete and realistic measure. 

On Donovan, I appreciate his persist¬ 
ence and critical attitude, aswell as file 
editor’s respect for freedom of speech, 
butthe subject hehas chosen I findto- 
tallyunattractive. Why can’t he pick up 
something that really concans working 
people tike workingt ime reduction, etc? 
Dejan Popov 
email 

PCF advances 

Oh dear- another thinly disguisedattack 
onthePartiCommuniste Franks from 
aso-called communist(‘Stateof emer¬ 
gency against youthrevolt’, November 
10). Here are some questions your cor¬ 
respondent may wish to actually lookat 

- but probably not, as he seems devoid 
of anydesire to actually understand the 
situaticn. 

What was J acky Herrin's po sition on 
the Sangatte centre, and what exactly 
were the events that led up to intense 
policeaction in Calais? Secondly,ex¬ 
actly why were the Haki -Algerianswho 
sided with file French against the FLN 

- dumpedin predominantly communist- 
controlled areas? Did the communist 
authorities receive any extra resources 
to deal with this wave of rightwing, 
poor immigran ts? Wh o is re sponsible for 
themassivecutsin fitnding to th ecites 
in the last three years? Who called inthe 
CRS? Which authorities have refused to 
use the curfew powers Sarkozy has 
rushed through? Which regionhas spo¬ 
ken out most strongly against them? 
Questions ajournalistmight want to ask, 
but yours clearly eitherdoesn’tknowor 
choo ses not to reveal, becau se it opens 
some rather difficult questions for an 
anti-communist to deal with. 

And,yes, we communists have suf¬ 
fered major setbacks in the last 30 years 
but atthe same time in my tittle area, the 
Aude, we have just passed our thou¬ 
sandth member-back to our 19801ev- 
el. Our vote ison avoage 15%, we have 
rewon leading positions at a village, 
town, departmental and regional level 
and wellave convinced the local Ligue 
C ommuniste Re volutio nnaire to dis band 
and join us. Our last public meeting on 
saving rural post offices had over 700 
people. 

Ourcadreinthe CGT Cheminots are 
leading the fi ght for defendi ng the rail - 
ways,ourcadrein EDF are leading the 
fig ht ag ai nst pri vatis at ion, ou r c ad re in 
La Postehave built community cam¬ 
paigns to saveruralpost offices, andour 
cadre in theCGT are leading the fight 
for union rights in the retail sector. We 
built the coalition forthe ‘no’ vote and 
organised 40 public meetings atatown, 
vil lage and workplace level, attendedby 
nearly 8,000 people inall. We collected 
20,000 signatures against file European 
constitution - allnotbad ina department 
of only 298,712 people. 


I am sure that this compares very 
badly with a vibrant party such as the 
CPGB andl lookforwardto seeingyour 
20 MPs, yourMEPs,your local coun¬ 
cillors, your leading positions in the trade 
union movement, the peace movement, 
the anti-globalisation movement, and the 
student movement in the verynearfu- 
ture. 

Pete Shield 

Aude, France 

SSP and unions 

I apologise to Ian Woodland for as- 
suminghe was in the Labour Party: his 
spiriteddefenceofGraliamBash and 
Labour Left Briefing clearly misled 
me. 

Asto what membersof the RMT and 
theFBU aredoingpolitically now,well, 
Icantellhimabout Scotland. There the 
RMT are well integrated in the Scotti sh 
Socialist Party, send delegations to our 
conferences, move resolutions and plan 
joint carnpaignstodefend their members’ 
jobs and conditions. The FBU in Scot¬ 
land are nowconsideringaffrliationtothe 
SSP and the Edinburgh branch ofthe 
CWU has already affiliated. I understand 
itis more difficult inEngland with amore 
fragmented left -1 hav es ome experience 
intryingtouniteit! However, I believethe 
RMT andpartsoftheFBUhavegiven 
support to Respect, ashave othertrade 
unionists. 

I also agree with lan that the working 
classstruggleismuchwiderthan elections 
andcertainly agree that people shouldn’t 
waste their time stuffing Labour election 
leaflets through the door. But elections 
remain an important araiawhae we can 
get socialist ideas over and file fact that 
the SSP won six seats in the Scotti shpar- 
liamentwas important forthe left inScot- 
land. Withthe advent of PR for local 
govemmentelections,the SSPare likely 
to win socialist councillorsacross Scot- 
landatthe nextcouncilelections. This will 
be animportant part ofrootingourselves 
inworking classcomm unities. 

Of course again itismore difficult in 
England, sinceyoudon’tha\e democracy 
- maybetheleft oughtto givea higher pri¬ 
ority toelectoral reform. 

Hugh Kerr 
email 

Repudiation 

Bob Purdie was to myrecollection one 
ofthe most knowledgeable andprinci- 
pledmembersofthelnternational Marx¬ 
ist Group, whose views on the war and 
resistance inlrelandware highly influen¬ 
tial within his organisation and the move¬ 
ment at large. So it came as rath o' a sad 
surprise to find that herepudiatesthe sup- 
portfor the republican mo vement which 
heoffered so publicly, and in my view cor¬ 
rectly, inthe 70s (Letters, November 10). 

Perhaps B ob mi ght give u s an insig ht 
into what has changed his view of where 
he and many of us stood in those days? 
Maybe lam missi ng something. 

Dave Douglass 
Doncaster 

Laughing 

Matthew McLean’s c laimthat c ap italism 
is “terrified” of Marxist ideas managed to 
inject some humour into an otherwise 
serious letters page (Weekly Worker 
January 20). At least I assume he in¬ 
tended this cl aim to be akindofjoke? 

The truth is thatcapitalists (and social 
democrats)arelaughing. Marxism iscur- 
rently about as terrifying as a dead par¬ 
rot! How serious a challaige is even 
presorted by ‘official’commrmistregimes 
hke (starving) North Korea, or Cuba 
(nice health service, shame about the 
‘democracy’)? At least the US blockade 
of Cuba lets communists believe the 
Cuban economy would be otherwise 
successful(yeah, right!). 

Capitalists like George Bush really 
must enjoy sleepless nights over the 
threat ofMarxism! TonyBlairno doubt 
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RESPECT _ 

Open the borders 



Saying no to migrants US style 


V M Workers of all countries, 
unite” - so say the final 
W W words of the Commu¬ 
nis t manifesto. For Marxists the ques- 
tionofworking class unityis ofcentral 
importance, without it we will never 
achieve socialism It is therefore incum¬ 
bent upon us to do all we can to remove 
barriers to working classunity. 

The most pem icious of th es e barriers 
existing today is the nation. This barrier 
is expressed both ideologically, through 
various forms of national charvinism, and 
physically by borders andthose that po¬ 
lice them The demand for openborriers 
is therefore an elementary one for all 
revolutionaries. 

However, the Socialist Workers Party 
has consistently opposed including the 
principle of open borders in Respect 
policy. The argument goes that Respect 
is not a re voluti onary organisat ion and as 
such it would bewrongforitto be against 
al 1 immigrati on controls. It i s worth not¬ 
ing that the policy cf the Socialist Alliance, 
which the SWP did its utmost to ensure 
was not a revolutionary organisationei- 
ther, was one of opposition to allimmi- 
grationcontrols. What ismore, “During 
the late 1950s the offi ci al posi tion of the 
Labour Party towards immigrati oncon- 
trols was apparently still one of principled 
opposition to any controls” (RuthBrown, 
‘Racism andimmigrationinBritain’ Inter¬ 
national Socialism spring 1968, p 19). 
Labour di d very litt le about this in prac¬ 
tice,but itwasits officialpositionup until 
1962. 

AtpresentRespect’spolicyinthis area 
is limited todefending tire rights ofasy- 
lum-seekers andrefogees. It doesnoth- 
ing to challenget hebourgeois de fini tions 
of these categories, seemingly accepting 
thebogusdistinction between ‘genuine’ 


asylum-seekers andeoonomic migrants. 
Forsocialists this separation of thepo- 
liticaland economic is anathema-the two 
are inextricably linked. Respectneeds a 
policy which recognises tins. If capital can 
move freely between borders, thensotoo 
should workers if they wish. 

The fact is that economic migration 
takesplace, and is indeed encouragedby 
capital. Certain sections of capital are 
reliant on the worst paid labour they re- 
ceivefrom ile gal immigrants.Immigra tion 
controls mean that this section of the 
workforce is separated off from ‘legiti¬ 
mate’ workers, have no legal rights and 
can therefore be used toundercut ‘Brit¬ 
ish’ workers andundermine trade union 


action. It is in the interests ofboththese 
sections o fthe workforce that the illegals 
are legalised. They can then of course be 
unionised and organised. This in turn can 
undercut theideolqgical divisions thatcur- 
rently exist between workers of different 
national backgrounds. 

The SWP is right in one sense - under 
currentconditionsthe demand for open 
borders is in effect revolutionary. Tins 
should not, however, stoppeople voting 
for this policy. The lo gic that we need to 
acceptisthat Respect must adopt more 
and more revolutionary policy because 
this is what weneedifwe are to achieve 
human emancipation • 

Dave Isaacson 


quakes at thethought ofRespect’s one 
MP! 

Personally, Fllkeep readingmy Oliva 
James and Polly Toynbee. The only real 
game in town is social democracy with 
‘humancharactais tics’. If we want a vi¬ 
able model ofsociety,let’slookat the ‘ac¬ 
tually existing’ socialdanocracyofthe 
Nordic countries. 

Terrified of Marxism? No, just of 
wasting time. 

Graeme Kemp 

onail 

Climate change 

TinaBeckerwrites:“By putting forward, 
and fighting for, a minimum programme 
of demand s th at could be reali sed und a 
capitalism, we prepare the working class 
to become the heganonof so dety” (Let¬ 
ters, November 10). 

This isperfectly correct. Howeva, 
Tina dismisses the CampaignAgainst 
Climate Change and the Decemba 3 
danonstration. She needs togetherfects 
correct: the campaign is not SWP-in- 
spired - it was set up by an independent 
who has been organisingthese demon¬ 
stration s for a number of y ears. It has to 
be admitted the title of the campaignis 
stupid, buttliisis immaterialtoits demand 
to bring non-signatories into the Kyoto 
protocol. There is no reason why this 
cannot be aminimum programme de¬ 
mand. We are talking about the future of 
himanity. 

Tina Becker alsowrites that it isdiffi- 
cult to make assumptions. As with any 
science, there is amarginoferror. Na- 
tureis chaotic in general, so to pick out 
future predictions regarding climate 
ch an ge asrequirin g sp ecial treatment is 
nonsense. Models canb e bui It and pas t 
events can be compared to current 
evaits. Humanity is not 100% culpable 
for climate change, but, as our unda- 
standingof ourdialecticalrelationship and 
metabolic interaction with nature in- 
aeas es, we have a resp onsibi lity co llec- 
tively to ameliorate the most panidous 


effects thatcause climate change. 

Gavin Anderson 

London 

Perverse ruling 

T he trib unal rol ing to the effect that Se an 
Grady was wrongly disnissedfrom his 
post asAslefgenaal secretary wasun- 
expected and will cause some difficulty. 
T he ruli ng is pavers e in the extrane an d 
seemsto lend aedibilitytotheaiguments 
thatAslef has beensubjectedtoamajor 
conspiracy inordatodestabirise it, ema¬ 
nating from New Labour. The chair of the 
tribunal isafoimalegalofficerofNalgo 
who lostherlucrativejob whenNalgo 
b ecame Uni son. She has b uilt up a repu- 
tationforhostilitytowards trade unions. 

Asalltracfe union reps know, a ‘wrong¬ 
ful dismissafruling does not mean Aslef 
have togive Brady his ‘job’back. It just 
mean s that th e scumb ag could get more 
money (Aslef are consideringthdr p osi- 
tionandcould appeal). But the rulingisa 
maj or intafaence in the democratic run- 
ni ng of atradeunion. The position ofgen- 
eral seaetaiy is an elected one andisnot 
tire same as a ‘normal’ anployedposition, 
s o th e ml ing attacks t he very basis o f the 
union’s accountability. 

Brady was ‘ sacked’ due to a number 
of‘offences ’, not leastthe unauthorised 
spending oflarge amountsof members’ 
money onccmmissioningBlagboroujtr to 
report on the union’s finances withoutthe 
necessary authority of theEC and con¬ 
trary to rule. Healso used his union aedit 
cardforunauthorisedpurchases.Bring- 
i ng the un ion into ‘ disrepute ’ at the b ar- 
becuewas a bit of aside show that the 
press went to town on. 

Brady wasdisciphned undathe union 
rule s a fta th e EC h ad trie d t o get a work- 
ingrelationship with him. Brady hadno 
i ntention ofdoi ng this, as he came to head 
o ffice wi th an agaida of c onfront atio n. It 
must not be forgotten that he threatened 
head office staff, whohadballotedfor in¬ 
dustrial action, with the sackand the re¬ 
cruitment of a scab workforce. 


Aslefhasnow movedon from this ma- 
levolentpresence andhasdemocratically 
elected a new goieral secretary. EC 
elections have taken place in a number 
ofdistricts, notleastdistrictnol,which 
wasBrady’spowerbase. The inarmboit, 
Graham Walker, wasdefeatedby Simon 
Weller from Brighton, a well known 
leftwinger and implacable opponent of 
Brady. 

Aslef members are not going to let 
Brady back at any price. 

Don Quinn 

Preston 

Respect plague 

Is it possible that Dave Craig will write 
an artic le witho ut re sort ing t o soph istry? 
Thae are some statementscontained in 
hisNovember 3 article that he knows not 
to be true. Here are some corrections. 

Firstly, the Socialist Alliance Democ¬ 
racy Platform was li quidat ed without the 
knowledge of most of its members - 
andby a simple majority, notthe two- 
thirdsmajority demandedby the consti¬ 
tution. 

Secondly, theDemocratic SocialistAl- 
li ance is in favour of a democraticrepub- 
lic, socialism and internationalism But, 
unlike the Revolutionary Demoaatic 
Group, the DSAdoesnot place anequals 
sign between republicanism and social¬ 
ism.Nordoes the DSAplace anequals 
sign between socialism andecologism 

FinallytheDSAiscommittedto fight¬ 
ing for independent working class poli¬ 
tics. The DSA iskeento workwith other 
organisations andindividuals who share 
the same or similar political goals. 

But the populist Respectpaity is domi¬ 
nated by the SWP, which has a history 
of sectarianism and has oftenbeeninfil- 
tratedbyMI5 and fascists.Thaeforeit 
i s dangero us t o urge membeish ip o f Re - 
spect. Revolutionaiy socialists and com- 
muni sts c an do much wo is e than trying 
t o a voi d Respect 1 ike t he pi ag ue. 

Phil Maguire 
Wolvahampton 


ACTION 

London Communist Forum 

Sunday November 20, 6pm (please note latertime) - ‘Where next alia Re- 
spectconfaence?’ 

SundayNovember27,5pm -‘Productive systems and autonomy’, usinglstvan 
Meszaros’s Thepower ofideology as astudy guide. 

DioramaArts Centre 340snabuigh Street,LondonNWl (nearesttubes: Re- 
goitsPaik, Great Portland Street). 

Sheffield Communist Forum 

Call Lee on 07908 904310 for mo re details. 

Cardiff Communist Forum 

Call Bob on 07816480679. 

Occupation is not liberation 

Anti-war opaa,FridayNovemba 18,7.30pm, St Andrews church, comer of 
Brockley Road and Wickham Road, Lewisham Paformed by Notin OurName 
Opera -s inga's, chorus, instrum aitalists an d visuals. 

Sponsored by Lewisham Stop the War Coalition: www.lewishamstopwar.oig.uk. 

Respect annual conference 

Delegate conference,Saturday-Sunday Novanber 19-20, CamdenCentre, 
EustonRoad, LondonNWl (nearesttube: Kings Cross). 

Obsavers:£10 (first come, first saved). 

Forma Respect left opposition 

Conference fringe meeting, Satuiday November 19, 6pm, Lucas Arms, 245a 
Grays Inn Road, London WC1. 

Stop deporting children 

Demonstrate, Saturday November 19. 

Manchester: Assemble 12noon,Man Chester University students union,Ox¬ 
ford Road, for march to Peace Gardens, StPeter’s Square. 1.30pm: rally and 
performances.Followedby YoungPeople’sForum HaffAlbat Square. 
NationalCoalitionof Anti-Deportation Campaigns (Northwest); ncadc-north- 
west@ncadc.org.uk; Manchester Committee to Defend Asylum-Seekers: 
mark.krantz@ntlworidcom 

London: Assonble 1pm, HoiseguardsA\enue( offWhitehall) formarchtoHyde 
Park. 2.30pm rally. 

Stop Deporting Childrenand Students: 020 7502 6749; 
info@standup4children.org 

Migrants rights in climate of fear 

Joint Councilfor the Wei fere of frnmi giants annual generalmeeting seminar, 
SaturdayNovember 19,2pm, SkeelTheatre, People’sPalace,QueenMary’s 
College, Mile EndRoad, LondonEl (nearest tubes: Mile End, Stepney Green). 
Speakers includeAbdurahmanJafar(MuslimCouncilofBritain), PaulDavies 
(TGWU). 

0 20 76 08 73 07; j oannaevans@jcwi.org.uk 

What’s the future for trade unions? 

Public meeting, Monday November 21, 6.30pm, Bishopsgate Institute, 
Bishopsgate, opposite Liverpool Street station. Speakers: George Galloway, 
Mark Sawotka (PCS U), Jane Loftus(CWU), Jerry Hicks(sackedRollsRoyce 
convenor), KenLoxh. 

Organised byRespect. 

Voices from occupied Iraq 

Teach -in, Saturday November 26, Uni vasity of London Union. 

Invited speakers include Goiaal Union ofOil Employees, Iraq himanrightsand 
womor’sriglitsactivists,eye-witnessesto destructionofFallujah. 

Don ation s and spons ors urgently requested (cheques payable to ‘Iraq Occupa- 
tionFocus’). 

ContactLiz Davies: fraq Occupation Focus, POBox44680,LondonN16 7XX; 
07958 673840. 

Trades Unions for Refugees 

Conference, SaturdayNovemba 26,12 noon, Mechanics Institute, 103Prin¬ 
cess Street, Manchester Ml. Supportedby Man Chester branch. National Un¬ 
ion of Journalists, NationalCoalition ofAnti-Deportation Campaigns, Mansoor 
Hassan C ampaign. 

07837 558036; bob.pounda@tesco.net. 

Close down Campsfield 

Demonstration, SaturdayNovemba 26,12noon,maingates,CampsfieldHouse 
removalcentre,Langford Lane, Kidli ngton, ne ar Ox ford. 

Close Campsfield Campaign: 01865 558145: www.closecampsfield.org.uk 

End the occiqiation 

InternationalPeace Conference, Saturday December 10, lOamto 8pm, Royal 
HorticulturalHall,80 Vincent Square, London SW1. Anti-occupation Iraqis 
c onfimied to date: S heikliAl Khalissi (Iraqi Foundation C ong-ess), Sheikh Hassan 
Zargani (Al S adr), Hassan Ju ma (Sou than Oil Wo rkers Unio n). 

Defy Section 9 

Working conference, Saturday January2 8,11 amto5pm,MethodistCentral 
Hall, OldhamStreet, Manchester. 

Organised by National Coalition ofAnti-Deportation Campaigns: 
www.ncadcorg.uk. Supported by Li baty, British Associ ationofSocial Work¬ 
ers, Unisonbranches,NUT branches. 

RDG 

Tocontact the Revolutionary Demoaatic Group, anailrdgroup@yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

RemembatheCPGB and keep the struggle going.PutourParty’snameand 
address, together with the amount you wishto leave, in your will. Ifyouneed 
further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 
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SOCIALIST PARTY 


Reviving left reformism 



Hannah Sell: arrogant 


The Socialist Party in England and Wales is recruiting and in buoyant 
mood, writes Peter Manson. Its November 12-13 weekend school 
demonstrated lhat sectarianismbrings short-term advantages 


A n estimated 800 comrades at¬ 
tended Socialism 200 5, the So¬ 
cialist Party’s annual school. 
Well up on recent years - for example, 
in June 2003 we reported an attend¬ 
ance of around 250, although SP sup¬ 
porters claimed thatthe realfigure was 
400. Either way, there is no doubtingthe 
change - more members, including a 
good numberofyoungpeople,and abig 


increase in confidence amongst the SP 
leadership. 

This was shown by the fact that they 
had booked the main hall at Friends 
Meeting House, London, which holds 
800 people, for their Saturday evening 
rally.lt was80% fill. For the school it¬ 
self there wereninesimultaneous ses¬ 
sions on the Saturday and 12 or 13 on 
tlie Sunday. A11 ap peaied to b e reas on- 


ably wel 1 attended, with a coupl e of hun¬ 
dred coming alongto the biggest. 

What accounts for the change in for¬ 
tunes? Well, file SP itself is in no doubt 
that file Socialist Workers Party, by 
abandoning overtly working class and 
socialist forms in Respect, has left a 
space which file SP isableto fill. There 
isnoneed lbranalliance with other left 
organisations - the SP itself can step 
right into the nichekindly vacated by 
the SWP and openly claim leaders hip 
of file fight fora new masspaity of the 
working class, under the banner of so¬ 
cialism. 

Of course, sod alismSP -style is rather 
different from the genuine article. It 
amounts to nationalisation and ‘public 
ownership’ withamere nod inthe direc¬ 
ti on of workers ’ c ontrol. Thei dea that our 
class must wage a revolutionary battlefor 
extreme democracy, rathertlian elect a 
parliamentarymaj orityofrefonnist leg¬ 
islators, is completely alien to it. 

Like so many on the left, file SP does 
not see the unity of Marxists and the 


building ofa revolutionary party as file 
most pressing task. Instead it wants to 
lead the fightfor a new, moredanocratic 
and more leftwing Labour Party mark 
two. Itbelievesitiswellplacedtore- 
spon d to file initi ativ e of the RM T whi ch 
has cal led a conference inthe new year 
to “discuss the crisis of working class 
representation”. 

The SP may be recruiting, but in terms 
ofthebiggerpictureitisstill -rather ob¬ 
viously - part of amarginalised left. It 
has enjoyedsomeelectoral success in 
pockets of both Coventry and Lewi¬ 
sham, but its general election results 
were extremely disappointing, espedally 
comparedto those of Respect (not that 
theSPhasadmittedasmuch). However, 
with growth and recruitment comes a 
certain self-belief and this was reflected 
in th e organis at ion of the s ch ool. 

Unlike at the SWP’s annual Marxi sm, 
there was room for at leastsome genu¬ 
ine debate at Socialism 2005. In the 
sessions I attended there was plenty of 
time for contributions from the floor and 


awillingnesstohear(wifiiin limitsjother 
pointsofview. Many different speakers 
were called and no-one was cut short, 
although not everyone who wantedto 
speak was able to. There was certainly 
none of the overthostilityto wards those 
totheSP’s left that is normal for an SWP 
event. 

There is another side to this self-be¬ 
lief though, and that is arrogance - an 
arrogancethat the SP shares with the 
SWP. Both organisations describe 
themselves as “the socialists” and genu¬ 
inely s eem to beli eve they have a unique 
claim to the title. A11 that really existsis 
theSP (or SWP) and the mass move¬ 
ment. For SP national coordinator 
Hannah Sell this arrogance extended to 
the international movement. Chairingthe 
rally, she stated: “We are also an inter¬ 
national - we organise in 36 countries” 
and later referred to“our supporters in 
Pakistan”. Gonewasthepretencethat 
the SP is just one amongst equals within 
its Committeefor a Workers’ Interna¬ 
tional# 


SP rival to Respect? 


T he Socialist Party kicked off its 
Campaign for a New Workers 
Party at an upbeat rally of well 
over 500comrades at the endof Sodal- 
ism2005. 

The CNWP demonstrates that the 
comradesarenow - still tentatively, it is 
true - starting to put a little more flesh 
on theabstractcall fora mass workers’ 
party that they have spoken about in 
general terms foryears. Inthissense it 
is areflection of their renewed confi¬ 
dence. 

The SPbelievesit has reached a “wa¬ 
tershed” in its fortunes, as Linda Taaffe, 
thechairofthe rally,putit. Speaker al¬ 
ter speaker fromtheplatform referred 
to file number of young people at the 
event: theirpresence was “inspiring”, 
said Janice Godrich, SP member and 
PCSU president, and one of 26 mem¬ 
bers of the organisation who sit on the 
national leadeishipsofvarious unions, 
we were informed by SPer Roger Ban¬ 
nister ofUnison. 

This buoyant moodisexplainedbya 
number of int errelated features - the con- 
tinued rightward evolution ofthe Blair 
government and the bigvacuum itleaves 
to its left; what isperceived as thepoliti- 
cal(and organisational) bankruptcy ofthe 
itsmain rival, the SWP,and itsRespect 
adventure; and, lastly,theSP’s success 
in pu 11 ing it se If out o f th e organi sati on 
slump it endured through the 1990sinto 
theearlyyearsofthiscenturywithits new 
laya's o f mainly yo ungrecruits. 

One SP member gently teased a 
CPGB comradeearlierinthe day about 
the seriesof articles we ran chronicling 
the SP’sdecline underfire general head¬ 
ing of ‘Socialist Party in crisis’ (see 
www.cpgb.org.uk/spewcrisis/). He 
should reread them - he clearly missed 
the point. 

The organisational travails of the SP 
in the past - catastrophic membership 
losses, the haemorrhagingof important 
areassuchas Scotland, Merseyside and 
Pakistan -wereorganisational expres¬ 
sions of a programmatic crisis. Intruth, 
the launch ofthis campaignhas thepo- 


tential to exacerbate that most funda- 
mentalofproblems- what sort of poli¬ 
tics should people who dub themselves 
Marxist s figh t for any new forma ti onto 
adopt? 

Forthe SP the answeris clear, even 
though it was not explicitly spelled out 
at the closing rally. The declaration an- 
nounc ing the n ew campai gn - signed by 
21 SPers, prominent astrade unionists 
orlocalcouncillors-tellsus: “In the past 
the L abo ur Party, however imperfectly, 
provideda voice forthe workingclass.” 
True, ofcourse,but an organis at ion that 
embodied the voice of the proletariat 
rather better was the Communist Party, 
founded in 1920 as part of the Third 
International headed by Lenin and 
Trotsky. However, the SP shares the 
general prejudice of the left that the 
working class are someho wallergic to 
fire message ofMarxism. 

In an earlier session on Iraq an SP 
comrade stated that a new workers’ 
party was needed so that socialists 
could at least start to get the ear of 
workers again. Then slowlythey can be 
pulledtowards ‘Marxism’ and into the 
Socialist Party. Challengedbya CPGB 
supporter as to whether this meant that 
comrades from the SP woulddilute their 
demands within this new party, the chair 
spoke out strongly again st any suchidea: 
‘There will be no dilution of principles,” 
he stressed. 

C omrad es from th e SW P woul d als o 
deny any such “dilution” through in¬ 
volvement in Respect ... andpointto 
their formal adherence to such princi¬ 
ples, asembodiedin the ‘Whatthe SWP 
stands for’ column, carried weekly in 
theirnewspaper. The trouble is thatprin- 
ciples that are not appliedconcrete/yin 
the cours e of day-to-day political work 
become dead letters - meaningless 
words contradicteddailybythe organi¬ 
sation’s actual practice. 

Thus, it is instructive how comrade 
Dave Nellist - by far the best speaker 
at the closing rally - formulated the need 
for this new party: “In fire longterm,”he 
stated, “we need not just regime 


change, but system change. ’’That re¬ 
quires “a new party, which is for the 
workingclass, which is openanddemo- 
cratic. We want all groups to test ideas 
out, perhaps put a cap on numbers so 
no group ends up dominating”. Even 
more exphcitly, he stated the possibi lity 
ofthe need for theSP to show “self-re¬ 
straint” i npuslfi ng for its politi cs, at least 
in the early days. 

ComradeNellisttellsus: ‘TheSocial- 
istParty willprovidethespine... titear- 
guments forthe development of the new 
workers’ party” that wasexplicitiy char¬ 
acterised by Tony Mulheam, a veteran 
o f the Militant-leddebacle in Liverpool 
in the mid-198 0s, as a “broad left for¬ 
mation”. This is SP-speak forthe con- 
v icti on th at the new workers ’ party must 
b e Labo urit e, no t re v olut io nary M arx- 
i st. And this is the brand ofpolitics the 
comrades intend to actually take the 
1 ead i n fightin g for. 

This oddbrand of‘revolutionary’ self- 
efiacementwillbenothingnew to regu¬ 
lar readers, of course - comrades will 
recall the rightistrole thatthe SP played 
inthe SocialistAlliance. Forexample, 
speaking insupport ofthe SPproposal 
to delete the reference to the scrapping 
of all immigration laws at the SA’sMarch 
102001 policy conference,Hannah Sell 
laid out its wretchedmethod. Obviously 
“we do agree with” the demand, she 
said, but it was not a good idea to 
“write down whatis blatantlytrue and 
we all believe”, since even the “most 
advanced sections ofthe workingclass” 
are convinced that border controls are 
necessary ( Weekly Worker March 15 
2001 ). 

Obvi ously we woul d expect fire SP to 
behave in exactly the same way - or 
w ors e - in any new formation. After all, 
the programmatic outlines adopted by 
the SP in its earlier incarnation as the 
MilitantTendency actually consisted of 
a brand ofLabourite reformism in the 
first place. We have analysed this in 
some depth in our paper over the years, 
but most comprehensively in Jack 
Conrad’s Which road? 


Comrade Conrad 
showed that, the occa¬ 
sional rhetorical flourish 
aside, Militant/the SP is 
committed to the 
achie vemen t o f ‘ soc ial- 
ism’ “through an ena¬ 
bling billin parliament”, 
not the revolutionary 
democratic struggle of 
the masses themselves 
(P Taaffe What we 
stand for June 1990, 
p8). Thus a “socialist 
Britain” could appar¬ 
ently be achieved 
“through parliament 
backed by th e mobi lised 
power of the labour 
movement out side” (our 
emph as is, Mi li ta nt In¬ 
ternational Review no33, autumn 
1986,p9). In other words, exactly the 
sort of auxiliary Walk on, walkoff role 
ass igned to the actio n of the masses by 
reformism historically - and with file 
same treach erous 1 ogi c. 

What the real prospects are for the 
SP’s CNWP remain to be seen. Dave 
Nellist informed us that an event was 
planned forthe early spring of2006 to 
bring activistsofthecampaigntogether 
to discuss the way forward. This was 
timed and tailoredto ease intotheslip- 
streamof the RMT’s January confer¬ 
ence on the question of working class 
representation, which is viewedmore as 
a place to air options than plump for 
hard choices. But to what extent file SP 
will be sue cess ful in bringing on board 
serious figures from the trade unions is 
debatable. Someremaincommitted to 
a ‘reclaim Labour ’perspective; others 
- including Mark Serwotka, Matt 
Wrack and Bob Crow - seem happy 
with apick ’n’ mix approach tothe or¬ 
ganisations they are currently prepared 
to support - perhaps that will change 
when something of more substance 
comes along. 

However, this initiativefroma serious 
wo iking classorganisation creates an- 



Dave Nellist: by far the best 


otherforumto carry forward a debate 
that is starting to an broil strategically 
important sections of the workers’ 
movement and the left - what sort of 
party does the working class need? In 
particular, we welcome comrade 
Nellist’s closing remarks to the rally to 
the effeetthat newcampaign must be an 
“open, democratic and welcoming” 
place where “all groups” have th e space 
to make their arguments. 

By contrast, according togeneral sec¬ 
retary Peter Taaffe, speakingatthe pre¬ 
vious evening’s rally. Respect is “not 
open, not inclusive and not democratic”. 
What is more, Respect is “too narrow”, 
since it is “based on one section” (he 
meant muslims). Clearly the SP is look¬ 
ing to form a rival ‘broad’ organisation 
whose pulling power will be its 
inclusivity. 

The CNWP founding declaration 
states that “a new party, and any pre- 
partyformations” should offer the right 
to“allgroups andindividuals.providing 
they are in agreement wit lithe basic aims 
of the party, [to]... democratically or¬ 
ganise and argue for their point of view”. 

We look forward to engaging in that 
debate, comrades • 

Joni Wells 
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Short-termist and 
dishonest 



Roger Bannister: new realist 


W hile the main themes of the 
school were undoubtedly 
the SP’s recent growth and 
its ‘new workers’ party’ project, 
there was another one bubbling just 
beneath the surface and frequently 
bursting out into the open - the pub¬ 
lic service pensions sell-out and the 
SP’s role in promoting it. 

The SP does not quite know how 
to portray the framework agreement 
reached between the public sector 
unions and trade and industry sec¬ 
retary Alan Johnson. In exchange 
for a temporary truce in the assault 
on the pensions rights of current 
workers the unions - including the 
PCSU, where the SP is in the driv¬ 
ing seat - have accepted that from 
next year new entrants will have to 
work an extra five years before they 
can retire. Unlike current employees 
they will have to pay for the privi¬ 
lege if they want to stop work at 60. 

Of course, the government wanted 
to impose a general worsening of 
pensions rights, including raising 
the age of retirement, on all public 
sector workers and the PCSU was to 
the fore in getting the other unions 
to make militant noises, including 
threatening to strike, which caused 
Johnson to soften his position - to 
the outrage of employers’ organisa¬ 
tions and rightwing commentators. 
But the deal struck is absolutely un¬ 
acceptable - a two-tier system, 
where future wo deers will have much 
worse pension rights than those em¬ 
ployed at present. 

PCSU general secretary Mark 
Serwotka describes the framework 
agreement as a more or less uncom¬ 
plicated victory: “I am proud to have 
led the fight to defend pensions,” 
he told the Saturday evening rally. 
The SP position is more subtle - yes, 
the comrades crow about having 
maintained conditions for current 
workers, but they know it will give 
them difficulties in the future. 

There were quite a few people 
who wanted to talk about the issue 
at the session entitled ‘Whatever 
happened to the awkward squad?’, 
led by Militant Tendency veteran 
and SP industrial organiser Bill 
Mullins. He did - eventually - get 
round to talking about the PCSU in 
his long, rambling opening, where 
he spoke at length about anything 
that popped into his head, much to 
the frustration of the chair - and this 
writer. 

After making the banal observa¬ 
tion that “sometimes trade union 
representatives have to make com¬ 
promises, depending on the balance 
of class forces”, comrade Mullins 
described how Mark Serwotka and 
the PCSU leadership “forced the 
other unions kicking and screaming 
into a united front”. Leaders like 
Dave Prentis of Unison wanted to 
cave in, calling the PCSU 
“impossiblists” for trying to defend 
current members’ terms. 

“Nobody likes to accept compro¬ 
mises,” said comrade Mullins. 
“Sometimes you say, ‘The members 
won’t fight, but we should test the 
water anyway’ [by calling a strike 


ballot]. But not here. I think they 
were right to compromise.” Describ¬ 
ing Serwotka as “almost faultless”, 
comrade Mullins said that “shout¬ 
ing sell-out is quite childish” in view 
of the circumstances - everybody 
knew that trade union members 
were so pleased to have kept their 
own pension rights that they would 
not fight for future members. 

First to speak from the floor was 
CPGB member Lee Rock, the na¬ 
tional secretary of the PCSU Social¬ 
ist Caucus. He reminded the SP 
comrades that they had not actually 
supported the “almost faultless” 
Mark Serwotka in the election for 
general secretary, preferring a 
‘unity’ candidatetohisright. Healso 
reminded them that under their lead¬ 
ership thousands of jobs had been 
lost in the civil service. Comrade 
Rock pointed out that in a very few 
years’ time - perhaps six or seven in 
some departments with a high 
turnover- new members would make 
up the majority: “When manage¬ 
ment come back on the attack, how 
will we persuade those members to 
fight?” 

This was unanswerable. Since the 
unions had accepted that new en¬ 
trants were to be treated as second- 
class employees, why on earth 
would they lift a finger to defend the 
‘privileges’ of their ‘first-class’ col¬ 
leagues? Comrade Rock stated that 
the union had not even attempted to 
mobilise the members. It should 
have led a militant campaign ending 
in a ballot. 

Mark Baker, an SP member of the 
PCSU executive, spoke next and ad¬ 
mitted there had been job cuts - “but 
not one single compulsory redun¬ 
dancy”. As for a ballot - “Abso¬ 
lutely: the PCS is committed to 
holding one.” He did not say that 
the SP will recommend acceptance 
of the deal when the ballot is held - 
not quite what comrade Rock was 
suggesting. 

Comrade Baker stated that if the 
leadership had rejected the frame¬ 
work agreement, it would have “di¬ 
vided the union from top to bottom 
and made us weaker”. Didn’t we 
know that “Marxists must look at 
the situation dialectically”? Com¬ 
rades hke Lee Rock were dishonest, 
he said, since he they knew they 
would be unable to deliver a victory 
in any ballot for strike action. 

Had I been called to speak, I 
would have pointed out that there 
was no reason why members could 
not be won to fight not only for their 
own rights, but for those of their 
children too. In truth, the SP gener¬ 
als had waved the white flag before 
they had even tried to mobilise their 
troops. They have no trust whatso¬ 
ever in the ability of the rank and file 
to rise above sectionalism and fight 
for the interests of the whole class. 
But for Baker, to settle for two-tier 
pensions was “absolutely the right 
decision” - although “of course 
there is more work to be done for 
new entrants”. Pathetic. 

Roger Bannister, amemberofUni- 
son’s NEC, was next to leap to the 


defence of his SP comrades. He did 
at least say: “We have to be honest 
- the deal leaves us in a weaker po¬ 
sition.” But that did not stop him 
from informing us: “I’ll be wanting 
to know [on the Unison NEC] why 
Prentis didn’t accept the same deal 
for local government” (Prentis 
wanted separate negotiations for 
council workers and firefighters, 
who have yet to come to an agree¬ 
ment). Comrade Bannister told us 
that, in the unanimous view of his 
Unison branch committee, if the deal 
was put to local government work¬ 
ers the members would “bite the 
government’s hand off’ in their rush 
to accept it. 

He was another one keen to give 
us a lesson in SP ‘dialectics’: “Marx¬ 
ists are realists - we take into account 
where we are.” To those like com¬ 
rade Rock who apparently do not do 
so, Bannister said: “I question your 
right to regard yourselves as Marx¬ 
ists.” And in reply to the Interna¬ 
tional Bolshevik Tendency comrade 
who had quoted the SP’s own 
words from earlier in the year - ac¬ 
cepting an increase in the age of 
retirement would be a “gross be¬ 
trayal” of principle - comrade Ban¬ 
nister retorted: “Industrial disputes 
are not settled by principle. They 
are a power struggle - who can hit 
the other side hardest.” 

Listening to this, I wondered in 
what way left wing union leaders are 
different from the right if they too 
have no regard for principles. After 
all, the right also adopts a paternal¬ 
istic attitude to the workers and rep¬ 
rimands us for not being “realists”. 

Bannister was followed by an SP 
member of Natfhe’s executive, 
Andrew Price, who said: “You have 
no right to characterise the position 
of the Socialist Party as unprinci¬ 
pled - it’s scandalous.” The Social¬ 
ist had stated in two separate 
editorials that it was “opposed to 
new members having worse condi¬ 
tions”. He added that Natfhe - also 
“as a matter of principle” - was 
against two-tier pensions. Just what 
are these SP ‘principles’ that have 
no relevance to your actions in the 
real world? 

George Binette of Woikers Power 
agreed with the SP comrades that 
there had been an adverse shift in 
the balance of class forces. But 
“does that mean that revolutionary 
socialists must agree to a green fight 
to play divide and rule among pub¬ 
lic sector workers”? Martin 
Clements, another SP executive 
member of the PCSU, pointed out to 
comrade Binette that his union was 
made up of civil servants - “not a 
natural hotbed of militancy”. 

Former Liverpool councillor Tony 
Mulhearn was another one to be¬ 
moan the backwardness ofthe work¬ 
ers: “There is no greater tragedy 
than Marxists taking the leadership 
when the members are not ready to 
follow.” Unfortunately, he gravely 
informed us, “we can’t wield a 
rightwing bureaucracy for revolu¬ 
tionary purposes”. Losing all sense 
of proportion, he went on to com¬ 


pare the “tragedy” of the SP PCSU 
leadership with the Bolsheviks, who 
had “no choice but to compromise” 
over Brest-Li to vsk. 

Comrade Mulhearn is himself a 
part-time civil servant these days 
and he told us how the people in his 
office had “heaved a sigh of relief’ 
when they had heard their current 
pension rights were to be main¬ 
tained: “To ask people to take action 
would have been ultra-left in the 
extreme.” 

All this was bad enough, but the 
worst of the lot was Marion Lloyd, 
yet another PCSU NEC member, 
who leads the SP fraction in the 
union. “I am proud to be a member 
of the leadership,” she declared. 
“We fought to get where we are and 
got there because we have the cor¬ 
rect principle. We have defended 
the current membership and 
strengthened the class. If the left 
had not been in the leadership, we 
would not have this deal. The right 
would have sold the rights of cur¬ 
rent members down the river.” 


It just beggars belief that a deal 
that will eventually consign the en- 
tirepublic sector workforce to an ex¬ 
tra five years of wage-slavery can be 
said to have “strengthened the 
class”, to have “moved the class for¬ 
ward”. But such is the short-termist 
sectionalism - not to mention the 
dishonesty - of the SP leadership. In 
their wisdom, they can “take a bold 
decision and know when to step 
back”. 

Comrade Mullins, who summed 
up in his bumbling, affable style, 
backed up Tony Mulhearn over 
Brest-Litovsk. Comrade Mulhearn 
“must have sold out because he 
compromised” as part of the Mili¬ 
tant-led Liverpool council, said 
Mullins ironically (although not as 
ironically as he realised). 

When it comes to new workers, 
“Perhaps we’ll try again down the 
fine. There’ll be another generation 
- won’t there be another fight in the 
future?” Now that the SP has aban¬ 
doned them in the present, there will 
certainly have to be • 


Form a Respect left opposition 

Conference fringe meeting, 
Saturday November 19, 6pm, 

Lucas Arms, 245a Grays Inn Road, 
London WC1. 
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EUROPEAN LEFT 


Empty platitudes or 
programme of action 


Around 180 people from across Europe attended the November 
12-13 ‘Assembly fora charter of principles for another Europe’ in 
Florence. This charter, which could potentially be a very useful 
tool for the struggles of the working class in Europe, will be 
presented to the next European Social Forum in Athens in May 
2006. However, the confusion about the purpose and structure of 
the charter mirrors the political disarray of much of the European 
left, says Tina Becker 



T he assembly was a huge success 
for onesimplereason: it was the 
first time formany years that the 
most important leftorganisationsinEu- 
rope have got together in an openmeet¬ 
ing to discuss politics and not 
organisational matters. The finished 
charter is supposed to be our own al¬ 
ternative to thesodal charter ofthe Eu¬ 
ropean constitution, though it will not 
foil ow the s tructure o f th at t ex t. 

The weekend was divided up into 
seven sessions, each lasting around two 
hours andco vering thanes like ‘peace 
andsecurity’, ‘Europe inthe world’ and 
‘workers and social rights’. Each ses¬ 
sion was introduced by two speakers, 
some of whom had produced discus¬ 
sion papers, while others seemed to 
make up theirspeech as theywentalong. 
The discussions that ensued certainly 
provideda useful - if sometimes slightly 
scary - insight into the political thinking 
of the p articipants. 

As th is assemb lytookpl ace under the 
auspicesof the European Social Forum, 
in which political parties are semi- 
banned , mos t o f tli e att ei dee s u nfortu- 
nately self-censored themselves, 
‘forgetting’ to mention theirparty mem¬ 
bership . Mind you, most people there 
havebeen getting to know each other 
quitewell, as theyhavebeen attending 
the same meetings over the last few 
years - the last time at the European Left 
Party conference two weeks ago. 

Ever since the demiseofthe Soviet 
Unionandthe collapse of‘official com¬ 
munism’, there have been various at¬ 
tempts at left cooperation across 
Europe. Thisprocessstartedwith the 
creation of the Forum ofthe New Eu¬ 
ropean Left (NELF) in 1990 and its 
‘parliamentary arm’, the United Euro¬ 


pean Left/Nordic Green Left (GUE/ 
NGL) in 1999. The creation of the Eu¬ 
ropean Left Party is part of this proc¬ 
ess of reuniting the left, as is the 
establishment of the European Social 
Forurnin2002.Claims that theESF is 
simply a cong lomerati ono f ‘ the move¬ 
ments ’ are easily shown to be absurd by 
a trut hfifi look at the organi so-s and main 
part ic ipant s i n the se event s. 

Alloftheseeffortshaveso tar had one 
tiling incommon: they havenot led to 
political clarity. Even worse, theyhave 
not even attempted to work out where 
our organisations agree politically - and, 
crucial ly, o ver which i ssues therei s disa¬ 
greement. F ar from such open and trans¬ 
parent discussions being regarded as a 
way of ai ding ou r uniii cation on a hig her 
political level, they are seen as poten¬ 
tially damaging and an embarrassing. 
Any political statements and positions 
agreed by the above organisations tend 
fob e not much more than platitudes and 
inconsequential waffle. Not that every- 
thing is wrong-justthat statements tend 
to reflectthe lowest common denomi¬ 
nator, which in this political period is 
unfortunately so low that it often slips 
below thecommon-sense radar. 

Last week’s assembly could be de¬ 
scribed as an attempt to break out of 
this self-createdpoliticalcloud-cuckoo- 
land. Unfortunately, itwas a ratherhalf- 
hearted one. It is still unclear, for 
example, what purpose this charter 
should serve. The 14 introductions 
ranged from brief, concrete demands in 
bulletformto long,semi-philosophical 
explorations of the concept of citizen¬ 
ship. While some of the 14 were cho¬ 
sen by the organisers because their 
proposers are members of the more 
important organisations involved 


(though in the ESFprocesstheycannot 
say so), others only represented them¬ 
selves- which was,ofcourse,reflected 
inthequality and concreteness oft heir 
contributions. 

Both introductions on the question of 
the environment fell into the latter cat¬ 
egory, as did Flilary Wainwright’s 
musingson the question of‘Citizenship, 
equality anddifference’. They all lacked 
hard or subsumable ideas and did not 
really provide a method of how we could 
construct our own Europe from below. 

By the end of the first day it b ecame 
quite clear that there was a divide open¬ 
ing up between those participants who 
had hoped that we were in the process 
ofproducingakindofminimumpro- 
gramme fora Europe frombelow and 
those who want the charter to be a very 
broad outline without any concrete de¬ 
mands. Unfortunately, the latter concept 
was pursued by the bigger organisations 
present: the Ligue Communiste 
Revolutionnaire, the Communist Party 
of France, the Greek left party, 
Synapsismos, and most importantly 
Rifondazione Comunista, who hosted 
the event. 

Thecomrades from those organisa¬ 
tions consistently argued that we need 
broadgeneralitiesabout “apeaceful and 
social Europe” and should not get 
‘bogged down’ indetailed discussions 
abouthowexactlywe would manage to 
achi e ve o ur Europ e o r wh at w e wo uld 
want it to look like. 

Pacifism 

Asto tliepolitics, theywerejustas con¬ 
fused. This wasnothelpedby the fact 
that only three ofthe 14 introductions 
had beat translatedintoEnglish before- 
h and and that it w as o ften rath er di ffi - 
cult to understand the more complex 
issues through simultaneousinterpreta- 
tion alone. 

The first momingsawan interesting 
and important discussion on the ques¬ 
tion of‘peace and security’. Bothintro- 
ductions were deeply pacifistic, 
especial ly the one presentedby Raffaela 
Bollini, who represents the Italian let 
political institute, Arci, whichislinkedto 
the Democratic Left. But she also quite 
clearly expressed Rifondazione’s view 
o n th e matt er and was criti ci sed onl y by 
a handful of comrades from smaller or- 
g an isati ons acros s Europe. 

She writes: “[Our Europe] recognises 
the right ofhumanbeings andpeoples 
to resist oppression and injusticeusing 
means which don’t produce additional 
oppression and violation of universal 
rights, and itcommits itself to involve the 
international community inthe defence 
ofthe demands for justice raisedbythe 
victims.” 

Apparently, “ourEurope” should not 
justturnthe othercheekandunderno 
circumstancesdefend itself with weap¬ 


on s of any k ind - we are als o supp osed 
to “respect the existing international 
rights on peace and justice” and “com¬ 
mit ourselves to promote and develop 
tlie democratic internationalinstitutions 
founded for assuring p eace and j ustice 
between the peoples”. Allitneedsthere¬ 
fore is to “remove the obstacles that 
exist in file present international institu¬ 
tions”. The United Nationsj ust needs a 
little bit of tweaking, while the Interna¬ 
tional Court of Justice, on the other 
hand, is just fine the way it is and should 
be “supported by our Europe”. 

Italian working class history is of 
course anything but pacifistic (remem¬ 
ber Mussolini dangling from atree), but 
unfortunately, in its quest to fuse with 
‘the movements’, Rifondazione 
Comunista is giving up on that history. 
In addition, the comrades undoubtedly 
are also very interestedinproving their 
‘responsible’ credentials to Romano 
Prodi, with whom they want to share 
government afterthe2006 elections. 

Levelling up or down? 

Anot her enlig htai ing di scus sion ensu ed 
in the session on ‘workers and social 
rights’. AtextwasproducedbyAngela 
Klein, who is a member of the small 
German Trotskyist group, Internationale 
SozialistischeLinke,whichis att ached 
to the Fourtli Internati onal (whos e main 
organisation in Europe is the LCR). Her 
contributionwas one of the fewthat ac¬ 
tually consistedofconcrete demands - 
however,reading through themyou al¬ 
most wished she had been more ab¬ 
stract ... 

‘Eveiy gainful employmait is liable to 


social insurance andenjoys, wherepos- 
sible, the protection by collective agree¬ 
ment,” she writes (my emphasis). 
Naturally, workers control is not men¬ 
tioned, and instead comrade Klein 
writes that“theemployeeshave the right 
to be informed and listened to on the 
economic and financial situationofthe 
cornpanyfor whichthey work” (my em¬ 
phasis). They alsohavethe righttobe 
totally ignored in practice by their em¬ 
ployer, I presume. 

Flerdraft also included the demand 
for a “maximum work time intheUnion” 
that “may not be above 40 hours per 
week”. Jacques Chirac and Angela 
Merkel will be pleased to heartliat: al¬ 
ter all, this wouldrepresentarealrise in 
working hours for French and German 
workers. 

‘The Union creates the overall con- 
ditionsforami nim um wag e level in the 
community,” she writes. However, my 
suggestion for a workers’ commission to 
work out how much a person in today’s 
Europe would need to earn in orderto 
reproducethemselves sociallyand cul¬ 
turally was briskly brushed aside when 
she summed up. Apparently, itwouldbe 
“impossible” to pay people in France 
thesame wage asthoseinPolandand 
sheonly meant it‘theoretically’. This 
was echoedbyGianfranco Benzi from 
the Italian union, CGIL, who said that 
“there are too many different working 
conditions in Europe” and that there 
could be “no harmonisation of rights” 
just yet. 

Rather than levelling up to the best 
conditions in Europe, the comrade sug- 
gestedthatwe should ftnda ‘middle way’ 


No SWP, no 
Respect 


A s usual, theBritish contingent 
was rather small. Apart from 
myself and Hilary Wainwright 
{Red Pepper), there were three 
members from Workers Power 
and Cath Fletcher from the Alli¬ 
ance ofWorkers Liberty, who cur¬ 
rently lives in Italy. 

A number of European com¬ 
rades were rather puzzled that 
again no comrade from the So¬ 
cialist Workers Party/Respect 
had bothered to show up. 

Since the European Social Forum 
in London in 2004, which was 
undemocratically run bythe SWP on 
behalf of London’s mayor, Ken 
Livingstone, the comrades have cer¬ 


tainly kept their distance from the 
whole ESF process. 

However, seeing that Respect only 
two weeks ago applied to join the 
European Left Party, it might have 
been a nice gesture if they had at 
least pretended to be interested in 
the issue of Europe. But in the 
SWP’seconomistic world view, Eu¬ 
rope is simply “bo ring” anda “non¬ 
issue”, as Chris Nineham put it 
several t ime s duri ng th e preparatio ns 
for th e Lo ndo n ES F. 

The comrades are proud to have 
nothing to say on the question of Eu¬ 
rop e and privately admit that their 
realposition isforBritish withdrawal 
from th e Europ ean Uni on • 


ESF 2006postponed 


T he next European Social Forum 
in Athens has been postponed 
by one month to May 4-7, at the 
request of the Italian comrades. 
The Italian general elections looks 
set to take place at the beginning 
of April 2006, after which 
Rifondazione Comunista is hoping 
to enter government in coalition 
with former president of the Euro¬ 


pean commission, Romano Prodi. 

If it would help to bugger up 
these plans, it could be worthwhile 
insisting on the original timetable. 
However, the comrades look set to 
repeat their tragic experiment - this 
time as full members of the govern¬ 
ment coalition, not just in a sup¬ 
porting role, as during the first 
Olive Tree • 
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Party discipline 
no longer works 

Elisabeth Gauthier is a member of the executive committee of the Parti Communiste 
Frangais. She spoke to Tina Becker about the recent riots in France 

- itmustbe subject to demo¬ 
cratic rules. 

ManyPCF mayors ha veal- 
teady announced thatthey will 
refuse to use the new' legisla¬ 
tion allowing the m to introduce 
emergency measures in their 
citiestotackle theriots. Thisis 
quite a difficult situation for 
those who have responsibilit y 
forsafety and security .As you 
know', it is the c ars of the poor 
that ate burning. Most of the 
people really do notwantto be 
drawninto these provocations 

andriots. Elisabeth Gauthier local police 

Those w'ho concentrate 
purelyonthepolicingaspect 
ate a small mi norit y insidet he PCF. 



that wouldnotdemandtoo muchofcapi- 
talism and our employ as. But withouta 
European minimum wage,companies 
can switchproductionabroad to save on 
wage s o r, unde r the B olke stei n directive, 
can pay woricarafromPolandthe level 
of Po li sh wages, even though they are 
working in Britain or France. 

Unfortunately, most of the attendees 
either seemed oblivious to comrade 
Klein’shorrid suggestionsor theyactu- 
ally agreed with them. Criticism came 
almost exclusively fromthe few repre- 
sentativesfromBritain(see below). 

Self-determination 

Anotha' bizarre introduction was heard 
on the questi on o f ‘D anocracy and par¬ 
ticipation’.Lydia Menapace,a mernba 
of the ItalianFedaalist movement, used 
her 10 minutes to talk againstthe rights 
ofnations to self-determination. 

Like her comrades, who were very 
visible over the weekend, she thought 
that thewaytocombatnationalism would 
be the denialof danocratic rights to op¬ 
pressed people. “You don’t have to be 
a free nation first before you canbecome 
something else. Why can’twe go straight 
from an oppres sed nati on to bei ng some¬ 
thing else?” In thisconcept, socialism al¬ 
most seansto be deliveiedmagically by 
some super-force - it catainly has noth¬ 
ing to do with se^-emancipation. 

Open borders? 

Hilary Wainwrighfsmusingson the con- 
ceptsof‘Citizaiship, equality and differ- 
ai ce ’ were in that s ais e le ss o bnoxio us, 
because theywereratha nebulous and 
fill 1 of ‘ ESF -speak’. The aim of ha semi- 
philosophicalexplorationwas to get close 
to “what Hannah Arendt called pub lie 
happiness”. 

Acampaignfor ‘residence citizenship’ 
wouldmake the public very happy, ap¬ 
parently, but my amendment to expand 
this through an explicit call foropenbor- 
ders would not and was rejected. You 
see, the seemingly classless ‘public’ 
(comrade Wainwright omitted anymen- 
tion of class) is muchhappier if they can¬ 
not live and workwherevathey choose 
and ifcapitalismcontinuesto distinguish 
betweenuseful and uselessimnigrants. 

As our interview with Elisabeth 
Gauthier shows, this attitude is unfortu¬ 
nately far from unusual ontheEuropean 
let, where prindpledpoliticalpositio ns 
are saailiced forthesake of‘responsi¬ 
ble Realpolitik'. 

The comrades who drafied the initial 
contributions havenow beenasked by 
the Italian organiserstoinelude amend¬ 
ments, which willthenbe discus sedatthe 
next ESF assembly in Vienna (January 6- 
8). It might have been more useful to 
commission small working groups in¬ 
stead, as those individuals (some of 
whom are part of vay small politicalor- 
ganisations or none at all) have already 
indicated that they are not willing to in¬ 
clude many o f the more critical sugges- 
tions. This is another example of the 
inadequacy of this particular form of 
‘consensus method’ used in the ESF: dis¬ 
senting viewpoints will simply get 
sidelined, as there isno facility to record 
than in anymeaningfulway. 

So, whilethis assemblywas useful in 
that itclarifiedsome important political 
differences amongst the participants, it 
has opened up abig can ofwonns. The 
vis ion s for an alt an at iv e Eu to pe w ere 
oftai naive, sometimesdeeplyreformist 
andoccasionally surreal. Butthere were 
al so a few rays of sense shi ning through. 
For example, in his introductionon ‘So¬ 
cial common goods’ (ia, social services), 
PfeffoBemocchi fromthe Italian leftwing 
trade unio n federation, Cob as, explained 
how social services are a reflection of 
class struggle in each country. He de¬ 
manded thatwe should fight for an “ex¬ 
tension of detnoaacy” and“control of 
those services by all those who work 
there andu se them”. 

Itrernainstobeseenifthis assembly 
has brought us any closerto our vision 
ofa Communist Party ofthe European 
Union. The clarification and open discus¬ 
sion of differentpolitical ideasis certainly 
astep in therightdirection* 


I n its official statement the 
PCF executive proposes the 
“immeef ate deployment of 
local police and a partnership 
between ail the concerned 
actors: police, gendarmerie, the 
courts, councils, local associa¬ 
tions” (see Weekly Worker 
November 10). Do you really 
think that the deployment of the 
hated police could help to 
defuse the explosive situation? 

I think your translat ergot ittotally wrong 
anddidnot understand what we meant. 
A few years ago, there was a police foie e 
in France called the proximite police. 
This force was very rooted in the locali- 
tiesandthey dida lotofgood workwith 
young people, organi sed sports acti vities 
with themandso forth-itwas akindof 
nei ghbourhood police foie e. We ate say- 
ingthatthis istheonlykindofpolce force 
that shouldbe employed in those troubled 
areas - most definitely not the BAC 
[a-imeunit]. Re-establishingthis nei gh¬ 
bourhood police and anploying it on a 
permanaitbasisis one way of success¬ 
fully conducting prevoitative work in 
tho se areas. Of course they would also 
be p re sent wh en any troub le st art s and 
would be percei vedas less of aprovo- 
cation than the riot police. 

Naturally, inordertoprevaitthis wide¬ 
spread disaffection we wouldalso need 
allthose public services, youth centres, 
etc that have been abolished over the 
years. We need anew, ambitious policy 
for employment and training, we need 
anti-raci st measures, more respect and 
we need to overcometheeffectsofco- 
lonialism. Using the neighboufiiood po¬ 
lice would be part ofthis programme. But 
this is nota callforpolice. 

Well, it is a call for neighbour¬ 
hood police. But it looks to me 
as if disgust with the state’s 
forces is behind much of the 
tensions. This seems an ideal 
time to bring up the call for a 
workers' militia. Not to violently 
put down the rioters, of course, 
but to introduce the idea that 
communities can organise 
themselves and don’t need the 
state's forces. 

I’m sorry, but that sounds like a totally 
mad idea, whichhasnoresonance atall 
in France. No sensible person would 
advocafi that c anmuniie s organise them¬ 
selves or set up self-defence organisa¬ 
tions. All serious politicians demand 
instead thatweshould setup politicaldis- 
cussions in theboroughs,brhging toother 
young people, localcommunitygroups 
an dal 1 other organisations. 

Including the police. Do you 
think the police are more 
capable of dealing with those 
tensions than orr own organisa¬ 
tions? 

This is not a fair question andl will not 
answer itlike this. Youhaveto lookat the 
context in whichwe mentionthe nei gh¬ 
bourhood police. This isnotthe same 
police that gtesaroundcriminalisingalot 
of young peopleand provoking theminto 
usingviolentmeans We are talking about 
the kind ofsecurityforces thatshould be 
expected ilia civilised society. Public se¬ 
ar rity is a public andnot a private matter 


You say many PCF mayors ... do 
you not ask all your members, 
including mayors, to implement 
the party position, which is 
clearly against the emergency 
measures? 

They are quite capable of thinking for 
thanselves. But of course we do have 
partycaucusesand meetings where we 
discuss our position. Party discipline sim¬ 
ply does not work any more. Mayors 
have been electedby the majority in their 
particular area andrepresoit their city or 
borough. They don’t representthe Com¬ 
munist Party. Of course they need the 
party to discuss politics and to think about 
biggerpoliticalquestions. As individual 
politicians, they will ha veto try to put into 
practice theirpoliticalprioiities. But they 
are accoimtabletotheircouncil or city 
parliamait. 

But they are not just individuals: 
they have been elected as 
members ofthe PCF. If you do 
not ask them to adhere to the 
party’s positions, is there not a 
real danger that ‘Realpolitik’ will 
shift them to the right? There 
are enough examples in our 
history, don't you think? 

But normal people are not necessarily 
politica lly on theright. Quite theopposite: 
More and more are supporting policies 
that are aiticalofneofiberalism ratherthan 
conformist policies. There is, of course, 
a contradiction today when we look at 
the violence ofthese riots. The maindan- 
gerhere is that thepoor and dispossessed 
become divided. Thatthosepeople in the 
poorareas who can just about afford a 
car havebeoi alienated fromtheirown 
young people. And that creates a very 
dangerous atmosphere, from which 
mainly the rightwould benefit. This is the 
main reason why we mus tcondemn the 
vioknee. 

What role do you think the 
decline ofthe left and particu¬ 
larly of the PCF plays in this 
situation? 

Ifthe left was stronger and couldoffer 
young people better perspectives, the 
situation would look a lot different today: 
our society would be a different one, the 
ci ty boroughs would not have been given 
up on, racism and discrini nati on would 
nothavedevelopedinthe way they have. 

Of course, the key question is what 
kind ofleftandwhat programme it puts 
forward. I am quite criti cal of the left, in- 
c luding my own organisation, for ignor¬ 


ing or at least downplaying the effects of 
cdonialiration. There is atendaicy forthe 
leftto onlyconcentrateonthe socialand 
economic questions involved andto ig- 
norethedeep politicalproblemswehave 
in the allenm th of colonialisation and the 
special racism and discrimination that 
exists in Fran ce today. 

There are lot of poor boroughs in 
France and widespread socialexclusion. 
Buttheviolencehasdevelopedonlyin 
some areas,not mothers. Thereissome- 
thing specialgoing on in those boroughs 
thathave now exploded: 1 arge groups of 
young people no longer accept being 
treated like criminals and getting 
searched at every comer, while their 
equally poor neighbours - because of 
their white skin - do not experioice such 
things. This collective and massive dis- 
criminationexists in every daylife, for 
example during thejob application proc¬ 
ess. Theleft definitelyneeds to tackle this 
que stion more serious ly than it has up t o 
now. 

Another political question that I 
think the left in France should 
have taken more seriously was 
the government’s ban on 
religious and political symbols in 
French schools. In our opinion, 
this was an attempt by the 
Chirac government to divide the 
French working class. Although 
the PCF officially opposed the 
ban, seven out of its 24 mem¬ 
bers in the French assembly 
voted for it and there was very 
little in terms of concrete action 
against it. Is there not a danger 
that by not fully siding with an 
oppressed section of society 
the left loses its already weak 
influence? 

Of course, irrthe last few years the idea 
ofthe‘clashofcivilisaticns’ has foundin- 
creased supportin the population. In the 
European elections, for example, a so- 
called ‘ solidarity list’ with Palestinians put 
forward candidates and many young peo¬ 
ple identified with it. Many supported it, 
be cause they felt similarly excluded from 
society; some took part because they are 
Arabs and could feela sense ofidentity 
with the Palestinians. An increasing sense 
of discrimination among the yrung found 
its expre ssion in a number of ways and i t 
is not surprising that it has come to a 
head. 

But that does not mean thatthey are 
nowrevolting againstthe ban ofthe hijab 
in schools. They are revolting against dis¬ 


crimination. This law hardly mattersin 
Fran ce tod ay and th ere have b een sur- 
prBinglyfewproUems with is implemen¬ 
tation. We had feared that this law c ould 
have sparkeda lot oftorsion. But this did 
not become a generalised confrontation. 
Today’s riots are not about the hijab - 
they are about the police controls, the 
racian in society, the daily discrimination. 
These youngpeople danandto be inte- 
gratedfullyintoFrenchsodety. They are 
asking forthe republicto be democra¬ 
tised, for liberte, ega liteandfratem ite 
to become a reality for them. 

I understand the PCF supports 
the campaign for residence 
citizenship - ie, that everybody 
should havefullcitizenship 
wherever they reside, 

Yes, everybody who lives in France 
shou Id have the same civil ri ghts and we 
demand an extension of those rights. 
Often, this problem does not so much 
affect the young peop le, many ofwhom 
have lull French citizenship- it affects 
many oftheir parents, the first genera¬ 
tion of immigrants. We must also fully 
integrate and include the sans papio-s 
into French society: we need a new 
policytogi ving them documented citi¬ 
zenship. 

As you know, amongst the youngpeo¬ 
ple arrested last week were about 15 0 
foreigners, all ofwhomhavebeenresi- 
dentinFrarce formanyyears, most since 
birth. Interior minister Nicolas Sarkozy is 
planningto deportthose youths, many of 
whom have no family or soc ial networks 
in their country oforigin. We strongly op- 
posethismeasure. 

In my opinion, if you take this 
concept of residence citizenship 
to a logical conclusion, it leads 
to the demand for open borders. 
What is your position? 

We are in the middle of developing a 
poli cy on what we call the ‘ donoaati sa- 
tion of all borders ’. This is not an easy 
task and we are keen to develop areal 
policy ratherthan platitudes. Freedom of 
movemortmustbepart ofthispolicy.as 
well as tire safeguarding cf every individu- 
al’s human rights. This is necessary to 
avoid exploitation by people trafficking, 
for example. 

Inside Europe, mostbordershave al¬ 
ready been abolished and that has cre¬ 
ated worse conditions for all those 
outside Europe. The horrific scenes we 
have recently seen at those borders 
show where this policy leads. At the 
same time, you can see how young 
wo men fro m co untri es out sid e the EU 
arebeing exploitedhere. If you demand 
the abolition of all appropriate rules, you 
risk surrendering those people to total 
exploitation. 

But free movement of all 
people, combined with the right 
to full citizenship for every¬ 
body, woiid surely achieve the 
opposite and take those people 
out of illegality? 

As longaswe five insuch an unjust so¬ 
ciety, wherepeople starveto death in 
one part ofthe world and in anotherthey 
lead a decent life, the abolition of all 
borders does not constitute, I think, a 
real solution to all these fundamental 
problems* 
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RESPECT 


The modem Janus 


Respect purports to have something for everyone. In terms of 
programme, argues Jack Conrad, that means the attempt face two 


W hat sort ofpolitical formation 
isRespect?Itis asociali st or¬ 
ganisation? Beforeits January 
25 20041aunchRob Hoveman, Social¬ 
ist Alliance secretary and trustedSodal- 
istWorkers Partyfunctionary, insisted 
that, despite its skeletal and altogether 
vague platform,Respect is “absolutely 
socialist”. SAchairNick Wrack - once 
a lieutenantofPeter Taaffe andno walso 
an S WP member - came out with a s imi- 
larphrase: Respect is“implicitlysodal- 
ist”. Alan Thornett, leader of the 
International Socialist Group and SWP 
stooge, mthusiastically agreed:Respect 
is “essentially sodalist”. 

However, atthe October30-31 2004 
Respect conference the SWP majority 
bloc voted down anaive motion calling 
for the n at ionalisati on of “B ritish -based 
multinationals” anda CPGB motion sd- 
entificallydefiningsodahsm as the rule 
of the working class. Lindsey German 
spoke against both motions. In the name 
of maintaining“tremendous diversity” 
she rejected the insertion ofclausesinto 
Respect’s constitution which would 
make socialism a “defining characteris¬ 
tic”. In her final peroration Miss 
Shibboleth shrilly declared: “I would not 
have joined Respect if it had just been 
socialist (quoted in Weekly Worker 
November4 2004).As if socialism were 
a narrow, sectional and one-sided 
project. 

Still there are those desperate people 
whoby theirfingemails hang onto the 
phrase inRespect’s founding statement 
about a society “based on need, not 
profit”. Sad. In Respect-speaksuch for¬ 
mulations are designednottoclarify, but 
deceive. The SWP wants to reconcile 
irreconcilables: socialism withislam, 
green withred, social democracy with 
Marxism, middle c las s utopianism w ith 
working class self-liberation. Like the 
ancient Roman god Respect ends up 
facingintwo directionsat the same time. 
Hence its Jan us-like appearance. 

Look at Respect’s 2005 general 
election manifesto. Insteadofprincipled 
statements and concrete demands, we 
getvague leftist humbug combined with 
tawdry lies and get out clauses. In a 
word - populism: “a form of politics 
which emphasisesthe virtues ofthe un¬ 
corrupted and unsophisticated common 
people against the double-dealing and 
selfishness to be expected of profes¬ 
sional politicians and theirintellectual 
helpers. It can therefore manifest itself 
in left,right orcentrist forms” (A Bul¬ 
lock, O Stallybrass and S Trombley 
[eds] The Font an a diction aty ofm od- 
em thought London 1988, p668). This 
muddled,non-class approach is under- 
standablefromGeoigeGalloway. But 
for John Rees and the SWP it represents 
a practical and theoretical collapse 
int o po pular fro ntism. 

As a leading figure in the anti-war 
movement Gallowaytirelessly exposed 
the cynical lies of both Tony Blair and 
George Bush and bravely urged British 
troops to disobey illegal orders. Be- 
causeof this unpatriotic ‘crime’ he was 
callously witch-hunted and then ex¬ 
pelled from the Labour Party after a 
kangaroo trial. Nonetheless, with his 
mind still mired in Stalinism, left 
reformism and third-wo rid ism, it is 
hardly surprising that Galloway suffo-s 
from confiision: he envisages Britain 
undergoing somekind of democratic 
revolution involving socialists, liberals 
and conservatives. 

Tow ards that end, he und erst and ab ly 
advocates lowest-common-denomina- 
tor get-togethers. Eg, writing in the 
Morning Star, Galloway blithely de- 
claresthat,by uniting“as theBolsheviks 
once did” behind the simple sloganslike 
“peace,breadand land”, Respect could 
have turned the June 10 2004European 


ways at the same time 

and London assembly elections into a 
“referendum”on“Bush and Blair, priva¬ 
tisation and war” (Morning Star Janu- 
ary 24 2004). Revealingly, we often 
heard identical ahistorical nonsense 
from SWP activists. 

The fact of the matter is that the Bol¬ 
sheviks tookthe great estcare in forrnu- 
lating and developingtheirprogramme: 
unlike the SWP, which fearfolly avoids 
adopting one. All the SWP membership 
have is their leaders’ latest get-rich- 
quick hunches and thethumbnail bullet 
points carried each week in Socialist 
Worker. 

In complete contrast to the SWP’s 
programmop hobi a, th e B ols he viks ex¬ 
haustively debated out their differences 
and pains takingly enriched their collec- 
tiveroadmap.Evenby 1905 theresult 
wasa co tup rehens ive pro gramme with 
concrete positions onall vital issues: land 
nationalisation and tlie necessity forcon- 
tro lied capitalist development and work¬ 
ing class hegemony over the peasant 
mass es; the comin g ant i-ts aris t revo lu- 
tionand its strategic relationship to so¬ 
cialism in western Europe; a constituent 
assanbly elected by universal suffrage; 
joint ruleby the wotkera andpeasants 
and a revolution which proceeds unin¬ 
terruptedly to file tasks of socialism; 
opposition to separatism and support for 
national self-determination within a uni¬ 
fied republic; replacing file standing 
armywith apeople’smilitia; thorough¬ 
going democracy and combating bu¬ 
reaucracy with radical measures suchas 
file recal labi lity o f all el ectedrepresenta- 
tives and limiting their paytothatof an 
average s killed w otker; women’s equal¬ 
ity; etc, etc. 

Naturally there were majorities and 
minorities at congresses and confer¬ 
ences, but no genuine Marxist was 
asked to leave anything behind at the 
door before they came in: all viewpoints 
were rigorously discussedand debated. 

“Every step ofthe real movement,” 
Marx memorab ly said in his May 18 75 
letter to Wilhelm Bracke, “is more im¬ 
portant than a dozen programmes” (K 
Marx and F Engels CW Vol 24, Lon¬ 
don 1989, p78). Time and time again 
thisremarkis cited by SWP comrades. 
It i s p rofound ly wrong, how ev er, t o i n- 
fer, as they do, that Marx or Engels- or 
any Marxist, for that matter - treated 
theirprogrammes with anything other 
than the utmost seriousness. 

Marx was writinghere inthe context 
of the “altogether deplorable” unity- 
mongering being pursued by his German 
comrades. August Bebel, Wilhelm 
Liebknechtandco wanted to fuse with 
their Las sal leanrivals. In his subsequent 
Critique of the Gotha programme 
Marx took off the diplomatic gloves. 
The policy of programmatic compro¬ 
mise was given a polemical mauling. 
Given the choice betweenmaintaining 
fire existing Eisenach programme of 
1869 and unprincipled unity, Marxdefi- 
nitely preferred the former. He stead¬ 
fastly defended the ideas of the 
Communist manifesto and the theoreti¬ 
cal knowledgethereal workers’ move¬ 
ment hadaccumulated, especially since 
the ParisCommuneof 1871. 

Not that communists oppose legiti¬ 
mate changes. On the contrary. Our pro¬ 
gramme is a guide to practice, not holy 
script. Following the February 1917 
revolution Lenin tenaciously fought at 
meetingaftermeeting to programmati¬ 
cally reorientatethe Bolsheviks. The 
overthrow of tsarism had happened, as 


predicted, but that event had produced 
an entirely unexpected and unique situ¬ 
ation . Not workers’ and peasants’ rule 
- rather dual po wer and aMenshevik- 
Sociafist Revolutionary majority inthe 
soviets which was intent on handing 
power to theprovisional government 
and byinferencethecapitalist class. The 
ideathatthe Bolsheviksunitedbehind 
“simple” slogans is complete tosh. They 
united behind the updatedminimum pro¬ 
gramme first outlined by Lenin in the 
notes now known as the ‘April theses’. 

Bolshevik slogans alteredconstantly 
wi th th e ebb an d flow o f events. Slo gans 
serve tactics and tactics serve to ad¬ 
vance the programme’s strategic plan 
and vision. Slogans without the pro¬ 
gramme havenomoresignificance than 
cheap advertising jingles. They oertainly 
cannot substitute for the programme. 
Take ‘Land, bread and peace’. Each 
word, eachsentence, exhpassage for 
the Bolsheviks, and their audience in 
Russia, hada definite, fullytheorised and 
thou gilt -through content. It was not an 
empty phrase. ‘Land’signalled the im¬ 
mediate seizure of the bi g estates by the 
peasants; ‘bread’ signalled workers’ 
control over production and distribu¬ 
tion; ‘peace’ signalled opposing the so- 
called revolutionary defencism ofthe 
Right SRs and Plekhanov’s Mensheviks 
andtransformingthe imperialist war into 
a workers’, peasants’ and soldiers’ 
revolution. 



Auto-Labourism 

What of John Rees and the SWP’s 
practical and theoretical collapseinto 
popular frontism? Undoubtedly this 
stems from a crisis of perspectives - 
sp ecifi cally the crisis of auto-Labourism. 
Not so long ago the SWP - like other 
left groups such as the Alliance for 
Workers ’Liberty, International Social¬ 
ist Group, Workers Power, etc - con- 
sidareditself duty-bound to vote Labour 
inelections. Auto-Labourism was some¬ 
thing of an article of faith. The same af¬ 
fliction also grippedwhat is now Peter 
Taaffe’s Socialist Party in Englandand 
Wales andTommy Sheridan, Colin Fox 
andAlanMcCombes inScotland-they 
were deep entryists. As one, the lot of 
them advocated unconditional support 
fortheLabourParty on thegrounds of 
class,not politics. 

Britain’s Lab our Party is an examp le 
ofwhatFredrickEngels and Vladimir 
Lenin famously called a “bourgeois 
workers’ party”. The Labour Party 
restedup on the org ani sed working cl ass 
- above all the tradeunions. Politically, 
however, the party was led by reaction¬ 
aries who acted fully in the spirit and in¬ 
terests of file bourgeoisie and the system 
ofcapital. Ofien this correct designation 
was employed by the auto-Labourites 
alongside a completely spurious lesser- 
evili sm L about - might be bad. However, 
the Tories - they are far worse. Work¬ 


ers were thereby told to choose be- 
tweenthe butchers. Standingaltemative 
candidates was contemptuously dis¬ 
missed. 

Auto-Labourismhit the buffers on 
May 1 1997. Most ofthe organised left 
excusedthe callto vote for Blair’s La¬ 
bour Partyby insisting that getting rid of 
the hated Tories would trigger a ‘crisis 
of expectations’ along the lines of 
France in 1936. Deceiving no one but 
themselves, they prattled on about the 
“wild upsurge o fhope and expectation” 
(Workers ’ Liberty May 1997). 

Yet Blair’s manifesto offered next to 
nothing, and New Labour had cam¬ 
paigned hard to ratchet down popular 
expectations. They wanted to assure big 
business thataNew Labour gov ernment 
would be eminently safe as far as the in- 
t orests of capital were concerned. De¬ 
spite that, those below would 
supposedly impatiently take matters into 
their own hands. The “wild upsurge of 
hope and expectation” would fructify 
into mass action. Ahugewaveof mili¬ 
tant struggle was only abreath away. 
Sufficetosay, it did not happen. Noth¬ 
ing like it. Instead there was sullen ac¬ 
ceptance. Hence the ‘crisis of 
expectations’was experienced by file 
left, not the working class. And there 
was not an explos ion, but an implo sion. 

All the old certainties of auto- 
Labouri sms lumped into disappointment 
and a shedding of members. And from 
there into confusionandfinally into com¬ 
plete disorientation. That is howthe So¬ 
cialist Alliance in England and Wales 
and the Scottish Socialist Party was 
born. Auto-Labourism produced its 
opposite. The SA and the SSP rej ected 
auto-Labourism only to adopt auto- 
anti-Labourism, along with a thor- 
oughlyopportunist attempt to steal the 
clothes of left social democracy and, 
worse, in the case of the SSP, pettyna- 
tionalism 

As an aside, we should emphasise 
that the CPGB consistently opposed 
auto-Labourism. Likewise, we argue 
aga ins taut o-anti-Labourism. Acorrect 
atti tud e towards th e Labour Party is vi - 
tal. Labour sti 11 has the majority oftrade 
unionsaffiliatedto it and commands the 
loyalty ofthe mass of those who con¬ 
sider themselves working class. The 
Labour Patty is therefore a key strate¬ 
gic question in Britain. Labourism can¬ 
not be wished away; it has to be 
positively superseded. Although the 
boutgeoispole is dominant as never be¬ 
fore, Labour remains a bourgeois 
workers ’ party. 

Of course, our holy grail isnot file re¬ 
vival of the Labour left. What objective 
circumstances cryout for is an all-Brit¬ 
ain revolutionary party of the working 
class -itscorrect name being ‘Commu¬ 
nist Patty’. In light ofthat necessity, to 
writeofftheLabour Party as a field of 
struggle is to desert the organised work¬ 
ing class and therefore to give up on a 
massCommunistParty. Thatiswhythe 
CPGB stressed in May 2005 the need 
for direct engagement with andsupport 
for ahandful of Labourcandidates: ie, 
fit ose who opposed the invasionoflraq 
andcalled for the immediate withdrawal 
of Brit ish troo ps. An d, w hile lavo uring 
file democratisation oftrade union fimds, 
we consider cal Is for disaffiliation tobe 
tactically wrong-headed, mistimedand 
potentially retrogressive. Frustration 
with the Labour Party is perfect lyunder- 
standable. Immediately breaking trade 
unions from Labour could, however, 


herald depoliticisation. 

For the SWPthe SocialistAlliance 
quickly proveditselfto be a failure. The 
SWP leadership hadfrom the start fesh- 
ionedtheSA with the aim ofcapturing 
waves of disillusioned Labourites as 
members and far greater numbers of 
them as voters. On both counts the SA 
fell.. at the fust hurdle. Not surprisingly, 
disi llusio ned Labourite s found the pros¬ 
pect ofjoining a lake left social demo¬ 
cratic, on-off SWP front unattractive. 
Nor did voters flock to give their sup¬ 
port. Frustrated by the SA’s lack of 
obvious success, yet increasingly intoxi- 
catedbythemass anti-warmovemait, 
the SWP leadership made its next des¬ 
perate turn. This time to what became 
Respect. 

Standing in elections requires from 
Marxists an historically evolved pro¬ 
gramme, or atthe vety leastthe outlines 
of acoherent and logically consistent 
worldview. Opponents and enemieswill 
ridicule vaguenessandruthlessly expose 
all weak points and contradictions. Re¬ 
spect, however, is anything but coher¬ 
ent or consistent. Respect is fragile, 
unstable andriddledwith contradictions. 
To state the obvious, “secular socialists 
andmuslim activists” are fundamentally 
atvariance in terms oftheir worldview. 
Take the rights of women andgays. Ac¬ 
cording to file Koran the female is 
deemed to bea lesser human being than 
the male. Homosexual acts are con- 
demnedbyislamas abominations in the 
si ght of god. Vo ters - and c ertainl y op- 
ponents - do and will demand to know 
what stance Respect candidates take. 

How do Respect candidatesrespond 
on such issues? Not well. SWP candi¬ 
dates andmemba - s alike are dishonest, 
avoid givi ng s traig ht ans was an d gu ilt- 
ily prevaricate. The collapse to the right 
isimpossible todisguise. The SWP lead¬ 
ership abandon s o ne prin ci pie after an- 
other for the sake of maintaining 
“tremendous divasity” and not frighten¬ 
ing off the largely phantom right. In 
swapping auto-Labourism for auto-anti- 
Labourismand nowanelectoralalliance 
with “muslim activists”, the SWP has 
retreated from deformed class politics 
and has instead adopted the deadly 
politics of the popular front. 



Popular front 

What is a popular front? It is not, as 
some aroneously suggest, any and all 
examples of cross -class cooperation, let 
alone marching on the same demonstra- 
tionas muslims. Such brittle sectarian¬ 
ism is fer remov ed from file tradit ion and 
practiceofMarxism. TheBolsheviks 
experienced no problem marching 
alongside Old Believers,muslims, Jew¬ 
ish separatists andall manner ofmiddle 
class dissidents. 

No, a popular front typically refers to 
an electoral formation in which the 
working class component, usually the 
majority, limits itself to achieving a ‘just’ 
or ‘peaceful’ capitalism,a progressive 
non-socialism. Towards that end, ad¬ 
vanced demands are substituted by the 
lowest common denominator and ‘all 
things to all people’ platitudes. Often the 
liberal bourgeoisie or the tradeunion 


Caption 









vmrker 601 November 17 2005 


9 


bureaucracysettheprogrammatic lim¬ 
its. 

Those who dare criticise this shame¬ 
ful approach from the standpoint of 
Marxism constitute an accusing re- 
mi nder of prindp les once hel ddear and 
life before the fall. Left crit ics are there¬ 
fore organisationally silenced, surgically 
removed or, failingthat, brutally crushed 
- the logic of the popular front is 
counterrevolutionary. Well known gov- 
anmentalexamplesbeingKerensky’s in 
1917 Russia, Spain’s in the 1930s, 
LeonBlum’s in 1930s France, Salvador 
Allende’sinChileinthe 1970sandat 
the t ime of writin g Lu la’s in B razil. The 
results havenotbeen good. Onthecon- 
trary workers have often paid the price 
in copious bloodshed. 

Ofcourse, with the SWPwe are not 
dealing with a popular front which in¬ 
volves mass parties of the working 
class. The SWP is minuscule and there 
is no chance that Rees and German will 
help form a government. Respect is 
therefore one ofthose unpopular fronts 
of the type sponsored by the ‘official’ 
CPGB in the 1930s- it consisted of the 
CPGB, plu s an ill-assorted coll echo nof 
pacifists, 1 eft reformist s, anti-fastis ts and 
Christians who had little in common 
“apart from opposition” to the Tory- 
dominated national government’sfor- 
eign policy (S Bornstein and A 
Richardson 7wo steps back London 
1982, p45). 

It s name was the Unit ed Peace All i- 
ance ... impressive rallies were held, all 
kindsof fimous personalities sharedits 
platforms and inroads weremade into 
various pacifist groups and local peace 
councils. Despite all that, the United 
Peace Alliance foiled to make a serious 
electoral breakthrough. Boththe Labour 
Party and th e trade unio ns shunned the 
project. Yet forthesakeofthis alliance 
the ‘official’ CPGB putsocialism on the 
back burner and systematically down¬ 
graded its commitment to international¬ 
ism and the cl ass struggle; nonetheless, 
it never went as for as the SWP in form¬ 
ing a j oint party designedto accommo¬ 
date Michael Redgrave, Eleanor 
Rathbone,the DuchessofAtholandthe 
Red Dean of Canterbury - the Anas 
Altikritis and Yvonne Rid leys oftheir 
day. 

The SWP cannot turnonleftcritics in 
the horrendous and murderous way seen 
in Spainduringthe late 1930s. The ‘ofr 
frcial’ Communist Party of Spain took 
the lead in physically destroying anar¬ 
chists, left socialists and POUM - the 
Works's Party of Marxist Unification. 
However, it cannot be denied that the 
popular front ism of the SWPhas led to 
an almost obsessivehatredof everything 
to its left - above all the CPGB, of 
course. 

Just one example wi 11 suffic e. In Ju ly 
2003thethen SWPnational organiss, 
Chris Bambery, now editor oiSocial- 
Lst Worker, orchestrated a physical as¬ 
sault on CPGB members outside the 
SWP’s Marxism school. Supposedly 
ourcomrades were handing out “shite” 
anti-islamicleaflets.Thdrreal ‘crime’ 
was defending the SociahstAlliance’s 
commitment of“no compromise” with 
sexism andhomophobia: a “shibboleth” 
Lindsey German had just announcedshe 
was quite willing to ditchforthe sake of 
unity with“muslimactivists”. 

Though the Muslim Association of 
Britainkeeps its distance (having no of¬ 
ficial representatives on Respect’s ex¬ 
ecutive, maintaining only “brotherly” 
relations), the SWP hasfor its part bent 
overbade wards in the attempt to bring 
MAB on board andmeanwhile do noth¬ 
ing to offend. An uns eemly, painful and 
ultimately thoroughly self-destructive 
posture. In fact that stance amounts to 
being taken prisoner ... in the lastanaly- 
sis bybourgeoisideasand the bourgeoi¬ 
sie. Eg, at Respect’s October 2004 
co nferenc e th e SWP maj oritv bio c saw 
to it that Respect overwhelmingly re¬ 
jected all motions which championed, 
mentioned oreven hinted at ‘secular¬ 
ism’ - including when it came to an in¬ 
nocent, sadly conventional, call that a 
one-state Palestine should be ‘secular’. 


Such a “shibbo leth” canno tb e alio wed 
to stand in the way of “making a differ¬ 
ence” and getting people elected. Or, as 
John Rees boasted, “We votedagainst 
things we believe in, because...ofthe 
millions out there. We are reaching out 
tothepeoplelockedoutofpolitics. We 
voted for what they want” ( Weekly 
Worker January 2 9 2 004). 

Such is the gaiera! method ofthe 
SWP leadership ... and that polluting 
opportunism is siphoned down into the 
heads of SWP activists ... and from 
there it comes out oftheir mouths and 
into the wider labour movement. Today 
SWP members serve as the main con¬ 
duit of ‘Marxism’-coated opportunist 
ideas into the labourmovemeit. Deja 
vu. In the 1980s Neil Kinnock and the 
Marxism Today wing of the ‘official’ 
CPGB performed exactly the same 
function. St op banging on about social- 
ism, purge the extremists and start say- 
ingwhatyouthinkordinary people want 
to hear. That way alone can you get 
votes and thereby make a difference. 
BlairismandNew Labour was the di¬ 
rect and logical outcome ofthis ‘new 
realism’. 

Yet the SWP is also informed, stung, 
divided ...andevidentlypartiallypulled 
back by principled left criticism - most 
notably, once again, by the CPGB ... 
and tlie uneasy respect for and fear of 
the sizeable readership enj oyed by the 
Weekly Worker. The SWP is centrist... 
it flips and flops from left to right and vice 
versa. 

The issue of abortion immediately 
comes to mind. Once it was just any 
otherpolitically correct “shibboleth” to 
besacrificed inthe name of maintaining 
“tremendous diversity”. Hence, albeit 
with teeth gritted, the SWP allowed 
George Galloway to “determine” the 
“political direction” of Res pecton this 
issue throughout the June 2004 Euro 
electioncampaign. Interviewed by The 
Independent on Sunday, he spelt out 
his sanctimonious objectionsto a wom¬ 
en’s right to choose. Asa good catholic 
Gallo wry reafflrmedthat he is “strongly 
again st ab ortion. I beh ev e hfe b eg ins at 
conceptionand therefore unborn babies 
have rights”. He added: “I believe in 
god. I have to believe that a collection 
of cells has a soul” ( Independent on 
Sun day Apri 14 2004). 

Of course, Galloway’smedievalism 
perfectly dovetailed with the social 
agenda of MAB. Itquickly,almoston 
cue, issued a press release supporting 
his obnoxious stand - which affords a 
“collection of cel Is”, often no more than 
the size of a pin-head, human, ie social, 
rights, and reduces women to walking 
wombs. Andprominent SWPers rushed 
to excuse Galloway. Eg, comrade 
Candy Udwin - a central committee 
member- defensively pronounced that 
abortion was a political irrelevance. 
Abortion was not an issue onthe door¬ 
step, she desperately claimed. Other 
SWPers argued that support forabor- 
tion would“exclude catholics fiomRe- 
spect "(Weekly Worker May 6 2004). 

Under the lashof criticism,however, 
albeit months later, the SWP was forced 
to concede a mealy-mouthed defence 
ofthe existing 1967 legislation in Re¬ 
spect. Despite this, how Respect’s 
electedrepresentativesvote on relevant 
1 eg islati on w ill be di ct ated by their own 
personal co nscience- a thoroughly aris¬ 
tocratic approach to politics. 

Needless to say, any support for a 
womenhaving an abortion is a complete 
anathema for MAB (anditsco-thinkers 
inthe muslim world). Yet, though it was 
takenalmosttothe finishingline, a com¬ 
promise formulation on this question 
with MAB higher-ups proved impossi¬ 
ble to obtain. Respect’s SWP leadership 
were desperately, sadly, seeking one. 
But,interms of direction, theSWPdid 
compromise time and againon this and 
other “shibboleths”. Eg, the SWP voted 
down the CPGB motion calling for a 
women’s right to have an abortion - as 
early as possible, aslate as necessary - 
and a binding obligation upon all elected 
Respect representatives. Yes, we in¬ 
sisted that all Respect representatives 


campaignfor this elementary demand. 

Then there is the p ri nc iple that w ork- 
ers’ representative should only take an 
average skilled worker’s wage. They 
voted that down in Respect too - and 
at their Socialist WorkerForums SWP 
speakers dare invoke the names of 
Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky and 
Luxemburg! Yet, showing howfastthey 
are rnovin g to the right, only a s hort time 
ago the SWP experienced no problem 
whatsoeva voting for this principle. 
That was when they were inthe Social- 
istAlliance. Indeed there was unanim¬ 
ity amongst us. Every one of our 98 
candidates in the2001 generalelection, 
not least our chair, Dave Nellist, a former 
Coventry Labour MP, proudly pro- 
claimedthatthey were not like the self- 
seeking career politicians who dominate 
establishment parties. They were not in 
itfortlie money. 

This approachwasunproblematically 
extendedto the entire labour mov an ait. 
People before profit demanded that 
t rad e un ion offi ti al s mu st be reg ularly 
elected, accountable and “receive the 
average wageoftheworkersthey rep- 
resait” (People before profit London 
2001, p7).Martin Smith, SWPnational 
secretary,echoed this sentiment. After 
slating the “astronomical” salaries en- 
joyedby the tradeunionbureaucracy, 
he confidentlypromisedthat“a rank and 
file trade union official” would be ex¬ 
pected to take home the “average wage 
oftheworicers he or she represents” (M 
Smith The awkward squad London 
2003, p26). 

But that was before the alliance with 
George Galloway and the formation of 
Respect. He haspublicly stated that he 
needs aminimum of£150,000ifhe is 
“to fonction properly asa leading figure 
ina part of theBritishpoliticalsystem” 
(Scotsman May 19 2003). 



Voting down what we 
stand for 

The principles ofMarxism - eg, as pre¬ 
sented in our CPGB Draftprogramme 
- matter. They are not disembodieddog- 
m as, sentim enta lrelicsorartificialwaysof 
distinguishingtruebelieveis fremnon-be- 
lievas. Our piintiplesarevitally important 
becausetbeyrepresent living, established, 
relevant and fer-sightedtruths. Ourprin- 
ciples arenothing but theciystallisationof 
accumulatedMarxist theory, asummation 
ofthe realhistoricmovementandexpo'i- 
ence of the global workingclass. In short, 
ourprinciples point to whatisneeded/n 
practice if we are to move away from 
capitalist soc ial relations and working class 
dis unity and towards working c lass unity 
and the v istas of so ti ali sm and commu¬ 
nism 

That is why Marxists strive to unite 
theory with practice. We prove our¬ 
selves strong not when we have the 
‘courage’ to vote “against things we 
believe in”. On the contrary we show 
our strength when we steadfostly uphold 
ourprinciples and seekwaysto inform 
the real movement of the workingclass 
with them. Our road lies from revolu- 
tionaryprincip les to becominga major¬ 
ity, not from being a majority to 
re voluti onary pri nrip les. 

Repeatingwhatpeople “out there” say 
theywantisjustapale copy, a c ar ic atur e, 
of Labourism and its reliance on admen, 
pollsters and spin doctors. Whathappens 
wh ai, due tobackward consciousness, 
fear andmanipulation, amajority say they 
wantto keep migrants out of Britain?Tiue, 
Socialist Worker's ‘What the SWP 
stands for’eolumn claims: “We oppose 


everything whichturns workers from one 
country against those fromothercouitries. 
We oppose all immigration controls.” But 
this carries as much conviction as Labour’s 
oldclause fourused to do under Harold 
Wilson and Jam esCallaghan. Itis there fa 
show, wheeled out forralhesand special 
oc c asi ons, b ut n ot i ntended for practi cal 
implementation or, now ad ays, even for 
election manifestos. There is no unity - 
rath er a di choto my - bet wee n th eory and 
practice. 

After al 1, wh en giv at the o pportuni ty 
- and the certainty of success - in Re¬ 
spect, the comrades voted down ‘What 
the SWP stands for’: ie, the CPGB 
motion callingforthe freemovementof 
people and an end to immigration con¬ 
trols - doubtless they will do the same 
this weekend. The SWP’s Elaine 
Heffemanclaimedthatsuch aprintipled 
stance would be “a step backwards”. 
Instead the SWP voted merely to de¬ 
fend existing rights of “refugees and 
asylum-seekers.” Just hke the 1930s 
unpopular fronts, Respect is a“broad” 
formation, which sees the “radical 
forces”bow downbefore “the political 
priorities of the most conservative 
forces”. 

Predictab ly, since theOctober 30-31 
2004 Respect conference, the SWP 
has, by default, allowedGeorge Gallo- 
wayto“determine”the “political direc¬ 
tion” of Respect. Writing in the 
MorningStar, he explained to its read¬ 
ers that “nobody serious” is callingfor 
file endingof immigration controls. Each 
state, he declares, musthave the “right” 
to keep out unwanted people. When 
capital is experiencinga “labour short¬ 
age” (ie, wages arehigh and investment 
in technology is consktered unprofitable) 
the state should be encouraged to im¬ 
port the lab our that capital needs - natu¬ 
rally in a “non-racist”, “colour-blind” 
way. Like David Davis and Charles 
Clarke he thinks there should be a 
“pointssystem” to determine which mi¬ 
grants suit“ourown needs” andthere- 
fore can be allowed in, and by inference 
which migrants are going to be deemed 
not suitable to “our own needs” and 
therefore kept out ( Morning Star Feb¬ 
ruary 12 2005). 

Who is suitable and who is not suit- 
ableis, of course,defined by the mar¬ 
ket. For capital an influx of migrants 
means overcoming labour shortages, 
putting offthenecessity of purchasing 
expensive machines and technological 
inn ovation, weakening trade union bar¬ 
gaining power, capping or reducing 
wages. B ut if however, there is a labour 
surplus, then the state should close the 
do or. Th e number o f unemplo yed and 
those on expensive benefits should not 
be added to. 

Feigning an internationalist concern for 
the so-called ‘third world’, Galloway 
writes that “thescrapping of immigration 
controls” would equate to “urgingallthe 
most accomplished and determined 
people to leave the poor countries ofthe 
world and come to the richest - this 
would make the poor countries even 
poorer and file rich countries richer”. In 
some ways this actually describes the 
present situation. The “most accom¬ 
plished anddeta'mined”,togetherwith 
the rich, find their way to Britain and 
other advanced capitalist countries. 
Wo fie permits are already i ssued on the 
basis of specific job vacancies (ie, to 
individuals deemed “accomplished” 
enough to fill them). As to the “deter¬ 
mined”, they are the ones prepared to 
risk gett ing i nto B ritai n ill egally through 
people-smugglers, etc. 

And what is this “urging” people to 
leave their countries? Abarefaced lie. It 
is like saying if you advocate the right 
to divorce you are advocating that every 
couple gets divorced. Most people 
wouldnot wishtoleavetheirfamilies and 
friends -iftherewas achance of ade- 
cent life. They go abroad because ma¬ 
terial circumstances force them. 

Wesupportthe fight to changemate- 
rial conditions in every country. How¬ 
ever, we als o supportt he right of peopl e 
to leave their country of origin... and 
settle wherever they choose. That is true 


for people who want to leave Britain; it 
is true for people who wantto cometo 
hve in Britain. We neither advocate a 
Berlin Wall to keep people in, nor a 
points system or quotas to keeppeople 
out. 

Stripped ofGalloway’s politicallycor- 
rectniceties, what his social chauvinism 
means in reality ison the one hand en- 
oouragingthe workingclass movement 
in Britainto carry onseeingitsinterests 
as identical to, akin to or compatible 
with fiiose of capital and the capitalist 
state. On the other hand it legitimises a 
who le b ureaucracy of b order offici al s, 
an army of spies, snoopers and immi¬ 
gration control enforcers, who together 
hunt down, detain and forcibly expel 
those that sneak through into fortress 
Britain, ensuring meanwhile that they 
are keptina state of fear, insecurity and 
rightlessness. 

NotthatRespect,or the SWT,has the 
moral backbone to admit its responsi¬ 
bility fertile terrible human suffering this 
entails. 

We, in contrast, take as our starting 
point notthe British state and the unity of 
Britishcapital and British labour, but the 
world’s working class. Allattempts to pit 
onenationalsectionof ourclass against 
another, everything which“tums work¬ 
ers from on e co untry against tho se from 
other countries”, must be forthrightly and 
unyieldingly opposed. Without such an 
approach there can be no hope forso- 
tialism, which is intemationalornothing. 

Though the SWP still possesses the 
organisational weight to do whateverit 
wants in Re sped, clearly the projectsuf 
fers from thepolitical“foult” thatthe ‘Yadi- 
cal forces” are subordinated “to the 
political priorities ofthemost conserva¬ 
tive forces” - to once again quote John 
Rees’s apt description of the character- 
istics of a popular front (International 
Socialism NolOO, autumn 2003). All 
thatkeepstheconglomeration ofincom- 
patible class andpolitical forces togdher 
is their mutual opposition to the Blair 
government’s foreignpolicy, specifically 
its participation in the US occupationof 
Iraq- thatand increasinglyhazymemo- 
riesof the socialdemocraticpast. 

Clearly, Resped - and the SWP - is 
inherait ly un stable, wild ly zig-zagg ing, 
desperate,bankrupt and surely spiralling 
towards a crash. As for MAB, within 
Britain, it can happily march with the left 
againstthe occupation oflraqant/join 
pickets against/wy Springer - the op- 
era. However, internationally, withinthe 
mus lim world, it mustb e widely vi ewed 
as going native. 

Should communists woric inRespect? 
Our answer has been an unhesitating 
‘yes’.Is itwrong inprintipletotakepart 
ina popular frontist party? No, notinour 
view.Weknow of no such principle in 
Marxism. 

And, whatever one may think of 
Trotsky’s tactics in the mid-19 30s, it is 
worth recallingthat he ingedhisco-think- 
ets in France and Spain to join the So¬ 
cialist Party, which in both cases was 
playing a c entra 1 role i n file popu lar front 
governments with the support of tliecom- 
munist parties. Trotsky alsoarguedthat 
POUM “could not become a mass 
party”: fiistitwas necessarily to “over- 
throwthe old parties”. It waspossibleto 
overthrow them only by an “irreconcil¬ 
able struggle”,bya merciless exposure 
of their ‘bourgeois charader”(L Trot sky 
The Spanish revolution New York 
1973, p 363). 

Communistswoik within Respect as 
communists. To take part inthe mis erable 
sub-SWP style ofthe International So¬ 
cialist Group would be tosow illusions 
andiswoisethan useless. 

Ofcourse, the SWT has doneitsbest 
to gerrymander conference delegates, si¬ 
lence our resolutions andgenerally ex¬ 
clude us. Close the front door on the 
CPGB they can. We merely come in ... 
by way ofthe back dooror tlirough the 
window. Why? In order to expose the 
rotten SWP leadership and draw sharp 
class and political lines: we seektobreak 
genuine revolutionary socialists from 
popul ar front ism and s eparate soc ialis ts 
from non-soc ia hs ts • 
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RESPECT 


Galloway’s Churchillian 



George Galloway: verve, humour and eloquence 


S ocialist Workers Party member 
DeanRyanwasbeing slightly un- 
fairto himself when he told the 
400-plus people packed into the No¬ 
vember 15 Respect rally in Hackney 
thathe wasmeiely the “warm-upman” 
forthe main speaker, George Galloway. 
The comrade, who wasRespect’sgen- 
eral election candidate for Hackney 
South and Shoreditch, spoke well and 
thebriefcontributions from bothhim and 
George Solomon of Military Families 
Against War were well received by an 
audience largely composed ofnewfaces 
- a fact that clearly pleasedthe organis¬ 
ers. 

There was, however, nodoubtingthe 
headhne act of theevening. Comrade 
G al loway sp oke for over an ho ur i n t o- 
tal, animating the event with hiscustom- 
ary verve, humour and eloquence. True, 
itwasplainthat this wasanother ‘gig’ in 
a very punishing tour and so much of 
what he had tosaywas not new (and if 
I hear the “shivs' looking fora spine to 
rim up” gagonemore timelmay throw 
something). The Respect member who 
complained in the truncated debate tliat 
the speakers had sounded like a“stuck 
record” thus pointed to a partial troth, 
but the fact is that comrade Galloway 
did ad dress himself to some interesting 
new areas that imply important chal- 
lengesfor thepolitical project he heads 
- or, more particularly, forthe SWP 
componaitofit. 


First, the CPGB’s Anne Me Shane 
asked George to clarify the reasons for 
his supportfortheBlair’sgovammenfs 
proposals on religious hatred. She 
pointedout thatall the speakers on the 
platform - comrade Galloway included, 
of course - had identified the reaction¬ 
ary core of New Labo ur anti -t error 1 eg - 
islation. Effectively, it amounted to a 
wide-ranging and pernicious attack on 
our c ivil libertie s. Yet the reh gious hatred 
legislation was actually a component 
par tot th is offens ive. While the anti -ter- 
rormeasure represented the stick ofthe 
government’s attempt to herd sections 
of muslimpopulation alieiated by the 
warbackintotheNewLabour ‘big tent’, 
this proposal was the carrot. 

Despite this, comrade Me Shane 
pointed out, there had been consider¬ 
able debate and dissension amongst 
muslims on the question and many op- 
posedthe legislation(see,for example, 
the commentsof AnasAltikriti - Weekly 
Worker September 29). Why should 
we support a government initiative 
aimedat splitting and undermining our 
movement, she wondaed? 

Comrade Galloway initially flatly con¬ 
tradicted the CPGB: she was “wrong” 
to suggest there were muslim organisa¬ 
tions that did not back the proposals (he 
partially corrected himself when he 
added that “the main muslim organisa¬ 
tions are in favour”). Forhim, the mat¬ 
ter wassimple. Muslims weretheonly 


section of society not covered by laws 
that banned the fostering of hatred 
agai nst them - th e blasph emy law s cov¬ 
ered Christians and, forthepurposes of 
the act,Jews were protected under leg¬ 
islation against racial hatred. “Anti- 
islamic chauvinism was the last 
accep table form of racism,” thecom- 
rade suggested,and so, while he recog¬ 
nised the “hypocrit ical” motiv at ions of 
the Blair government, he would vote for 
it. 

dearly, Galloway’s stance highlights 
the problems the Respect project 
causestheSWPintwoways.First,it is 
clearly being pulled dramatically to the 
right inthewake ofthis sort ofpolitics. 
John Rees - effectively the SWP’s leader 
- has actually taken a lead on the Re- 
spectn at ional leadersh ip i nurg ing sup¬ 
port forthe religious hatred laws. We 
have no way of knowing whether this 
represents a majority position, as So¬ 
cialist Worker and the organisation’s 
other publicatio ns have been remarkably 
coy about unequivocally stating a clear 
po sit io n -1 he o pp ortu nis t and di sh on- 
est SWP method it invariably employs 
whenit embarks on yetanotlier ‘getrich 
quick’ political scam. 

Second, Galloway made it plainthat 
his supportfor the religious hatred laws 
was non-negotiable. He would act ac¬ 
cording to his conscience inparliament 
-howeverdelegates to theNovember 
19-20 Respect conference vote on the 


Socialist Alliance 

We’re small but we’re back 


T he Socialist Alliance neverreally 
went away. It was abandoned by 
the former executiv e. It was voted 
down and closed down. But socialist 
unity simply refusedto die. Havinghit 
rock-bottom, we now seem to have 
turnedthe corner.The suocessfullainch 
ofthe new SAon Saturday November 
12 gives apositivemessage toeveryso- 
cialist up anddown the country. Social¬ 
ists, take heart and rally to thebanner 
ofthe new alliance. 

Of course, we are not intendingto get 
carried away or mislead anybody about 
what was achieved. The conference can 
be described as no mo re than a moder¬ 
ate success. Ahurdle that could have 
trippedusupwas cleared. The newSA 
has a verysmall membership. But it is 
packed with experienced comrades, 
having between them many years of 
activity andcommitment to the struggle 
for socialism .A mongstthe members hip 
there is a broad spectrum of socialist 
politics. As well as independent mem¬ 
bers, there are memb as of the Alii an ce 
for Workers’ Liberty, All iancefor Green 
Socialism, the Communist Party of 
Great Britain, the Democratic Socialist 
Alliance, the Republican Communist 
Network (Scotland), the Revolutionary 
Democratic Group, the Socialist Unity 
Network, the Uni ted Socialist Party, the 
SocialistUnityNetwork and the Walsall 
Democratic LabourParty. 

There was a good turnout of mem¬ 
bers andthe conference wasableto get 
througha packed constitutional agenda 
withoutmishap.Givensome ofthepo- 
lemicspriorto the conference, it turned 
out to be a surprisingly good-humoured 
and disciplined event. When it seemed 
possible that we might not reach the end 
ofthe agenda, some comrades even vol¬ 
unteered to withdrawtheirresolutions. 


When it nearly wait pear-shaped over 
the electionof the new executive by sin¬ 
gle transferable vote, we sai led smoothly 
round that minefield as if it wasnotthere. 

The conference started bang on the 
dot. This was a good signfora left no¬ 
tori ous for startin g late. At the begi nning, 
the confaencerecordeditsunanimous 
best wishes ibr a speedy recovery to 
Cameron Richards (CPGB) and Janine 
Booth (AWL). We set out on the right 
pat h. Afrer working through the new S A 
constitution, blow by blow, we ended 
with two minutes to spare. Itwas ahard 
day’s work. At the end we soundedthe 
notes of unity as we all rose to sing The 
h ter nation ale. Unfortunately it was the 
worst sing ing anybody couldrarianber. 
At least we are now using the same 
words and singing from the same song 
sheet. But we are not yet totally in tune. 
That aboutsums it up. 

Looking at2005, thestoryoftheSA 
and the fig ht for so ciali st un ity beg ins to 
look different. Back in February it ap¬ 
peared as if theSA had collapsed and 
was finally closed down. Now itlooks 
more like a split between the SA and 
Respect. The majority ofthe Socialist 
Alliance led bythe SWP left the SAto 
put all their efforts into Respect. As they 
walked out, they tried to bum it down. 
Socialist unitywas no useto them. But 
they didnot want anybody else to con¬ 
tinue the struggle. The SA minority re- 
fosedto bepushedaroundbytheSWP. 
We believed there was still a positive 
and progressive role for a Socialist Al¬ 
liance. Therefore 2005 was the year 
that the old SA gave birth to both Re¬ 
spect andanew SA, which some com¬ 
rades call ‘Arise’ (Alliance for 
republicanism, internationalism,social¬ 
ism and the environment). 

The SAminority met in Birmingham in 


March2005 andput forward anewper- 
spective.With the backing cf the Birming- 
hamconferencea provisional crganisaticn 
was set up to prepare for the relaunch. 
Thatplan recognised and defendedthe 
fundamentals ofthe SocialistAlliance. 
The SAwas always about socialist unity. 
It broilghttogethaindependentsand so¬ 
cialist organisations. It stoodontheba¬ 
sis of a common programme (People 
before profit). Itwas an alliance, nota 
party. It was organised with a federal 
structure. The new SA is founded on the 
samefundamentals. 

Yet the provisional SA identified a 
new direction. Itargued thatthenew SA 
should put much more emphasis on 
campaigningworkrather than elections. 
The new S A s hould change pol iticaldi- 
rection and become an alliance forre- 
publicanism, internationalism, socialism 
and the environment. Of parti cularim- 
portanceis thecentral question ofthe 
needfora newmassworking class party 
which can oust the Labour Party from 
its dominance ova the working class 
movonent. The provisional SAcalledfor 
a republican socialist party alongthe 
lines ofthe Scottish Socialist Party. Fi¬ 
nally theprovisional SA argued for a 
new formoffederal structure through a 
Council of Socialist Organisations. On 
oneside ofthenewfederal structure is 
the SA membership and their elected 
execut ive. On the other si de are the af- 
fihated socialist organisationsmeeting 
with the executive tocoordinate our ac¬ 
tivities. 

At file conference file main alt amative 
proposal came from the DSA group. 
They pro posed the oldS A constitution 
wi th a different name. They als o adopted 
a more pro-party approach than the old 
alliance anddidnotseekaffiliations. This 
straight alternative was clearly rejected - 


as, separately, wae attanpts to remove 
allreferences to republicanism and inter¬ 
nationalism Then camethequestionre- 
latingto theparty. The main proposal was 
to remove referenceto ‘republican so¬ 
cialist party’ andreplace it with a call for 
aMarxistparty. This was also defeated. 
The section on the aims ofthe SAwas 
passed with some strengthening on issues 
suchasthe aivironment, racism and dis¬ 
crimination. 

The conferencetheret’ore decided to 
support theplanagreed in Birmingham 
and rejected the alternatives. The new 
SA stands for an alliance of republican 


W hat an extraordinary week. Not 
one, but two large donations 
have oome our way and, as a result, 
we are just £ 15 short of our £5 001 ar- 
get for November with almost two 
weeks still to go. 

Thanks, fust of all, to comrade BL, 
who transferred atrernendous£300to 
file fondfrom Germany. Brilliant. One 
thing, though, oomrade - try to keep 
yourinbox clear, so the on ails we serri 
you don’tkeepbouncing back! 

Thai there is comrade TQ who salt 
us his expaises chequefor thelastyear 
-another £75 for the fund. He writes: 
“Imay disagree with much of your 
politi cs, buttlie openness of the piper 
is to be admired.” Actually our open¬ 
ness isakey elemoitofourpolitics,but 
I know whatyoumean. This sentimait 


socialists, international socialists and 
green socialists.These three pillars of 
th e n ew S A, when comb ined w ith the 
fight for anew workers’ party, give the 
neworganisation considerable, if as yet 
unrecognisecfpolitical strength. 

The new SA has not yet succeeded. 
Itisstill to prove it can grow andbe rel¬ 
evant to file working class movemoit. 
But at least we are on the starting blocks 
ready to rock and roll. Ld the struggle 
now begin • 

Pete McLaren and Steve 
Freeman 
SA officers 


is one which is widely expressed-only 
I w ish a few more of tho se doi ng the 
expressing would followTG’sexam- 
ple donation-wise. 

I must als o menti on co mrade GD 
who hasquite right lypickedme up for 
failing tomentionhis£10contribution 
lastweek.And finally comradeSJal so 
don ate d £ 10 u sing our onli ne PayP al 
facility. He was one of 15,618 who 
read us via the web last week. 

Now that we have £485, ho w about 
upping thetargdto£750? Thatwould 
help usdo some muchneeded updat¬ 
ing of our computer software • 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a ban kers order form, 
or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 


Fighting fund 

Openness admired 
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CPGB-sponsored motion opposing these 
laws. Thus, the SWP majority may actually 
vote down this motion precisely in oiderto 
avo idapoliticalc onfront ati on wi th Res pec t’s 
talismanic figure - andwheredoes this sup¬ 
port for aspects of theBlair government’s 
anti-terror offensi ve start to take the com¬ 
rades? 

Asimilarproblem was posed when Gal¬ 
loway replied to a question of New Labour’s 
suppo sed hypo crisy in honourin g th e dead of 
previous wars at Cenotaph commemorations 
while at the same t ime sending more y oung 
people to their deaths in new conflicts. 

The comrade took the opportunity to un¬ 
derline his support for the role of the British 
armed forces in World War II - “our finest 
hour as acountry”, he said, employing the 
famous phrase of Churchill. Britain had 
“stood alone” against the Nazi hordes in a 
defining national struggle tliatwe should “hon¬ 


our”. If ‘we’ had not, he melodramatically 
stated, then he wouldnotbe standing in front 
of us tonight; instead, it would be “someone 
sp eaking German”. 

Now, it is hardly a surprise when a left 
social democratic like George Galloway 
comes out with this sort of social-chauvin- 
i st no nsens e abo ut Brit ai n’s ro le in th e sec - 
ond great imperialist war. It is a staple diet 
of this trend in the workers’ movement. For 
instance, whenever Tony Benn searches for 
metaphors for the socialism he has in mind 
for us, he almost invariably cites World War 
II andits immediate aftermath, withthe elec¬ 
tion of the Labour government of Attlee. 
This war- and the anti-fascist, democratic 
myths that the establishment was able to 
attach to it withthe active connivance of 
Stalinism and social democracy- is akey 
component in the official ‘story’ of what 
Britainis all about. And ourcomrades from 


the left of the Lab our Party are nothing ifnot 
vervBritish... 

The problem is again one for our SWP 
comrades, of course. An amendment has 
now been proposed to the original Respect 
national council motion to conference that 
expressed the same Brit-chauvinist sentiments 
(see www.respectco alition ,com/?ite=9 26). 
But, had Galloway’s Churchillian moment 
come earher in the meeting than hissumming 
up, wou Id S WPers h av e op en ly chall enged 
this non sens e an d to Id th e t ruth t o th e h un- 
dreds of working class people at this rally 
aboutthe real nature of British imperialism’s 
role in thatreactionary carnage? 

Whatever else can be said about George 
Galloway, he is transparently sincere in his 
politics and not afraid to put them forward- 
now t here i s so methi ng t he SWP ought to try 
to emulate# 

Mark Fischer 


Review 

Three activists 


T he CPGB and its national organiser, 
Mark F ischer, featured prominently in 
a 60-minute film aboutthe G8protests, 
whichtookplaceinGleneagles in July. Vet¬ 
eran filmmaker Chris topherMitchell andhis 
team followed three political activistsontheir 
way t o S oo tland: John Jordan from the Rebel 
Clown Army, Green Party manberMatt 
Wootton and comrade Fischo\ 

The directorhas produced a surprisingly 
partisan film for the mainstream media - a 
pleasantsurprise. It explicitly sympathises with 
theG8 pro test as-albeit inapoliticallyundif- 
faaitiatedway. Allthree are shown to be criti- 
cal ofBob Geldof sLive8conceit, which“got 
Tony Blair a lot of good publicity”. Mitchellis 
also withtheprotestois in their struggle against 
the increasingly provocative police. When the 
riotpolice use their truncheonsto beat retreat¬ 
ing protestors over the head outside the 
Gleneagleshotel, Mitchell enhances the men¬ 
ace withdark, threatening music. 

He hasmade a real effort to explainthe po¬ 
litical motivations of all three - though, it has 
to be said, getting John Jordan and the Rebel 
Clown Army to talksenseconsistentlyis be- 
yondeven him. Butthenagain,theiractions 
speak extremely eloquently of their total 
dis ori ent at ion and poli tic al befuddlement. A t 
one point, they invade a House of Fraser 
store, roll aroundonthe floor and shout out, 
“We are praying tothe god of make-up”. A 
pretty inane critique of consumerism that 
achi evesjustone tiring -it real lypisses off the 
shoppers. Perhaps, though, it made the 
clowns feel good aboutthemselves: ‘Politics 
doesn’t deal with all this internal stuff like 
happiness,” Jordan explains. “We need to 
reach those at the G8 with compassion and 
love.” Hmm... 

In stark and immediate contrast,the film 
shows comrade Fischer, who explains: 
“Thoseeightpeople donotmatter- we,the 
working class, hold the answers. Weneedto 
patientlyexplainto people why Marxism of¬ 
fers a way out of the misery of today’s 
world.” Whenever Mitchell triesto explain 
whythe people were protesting orwhat the 
solution could be, he almost always has to 
resort to comrade Fisdrerto do the talking. 
Butthenl’mbiased ... 

The film is also very funny and is not above 
gently mockingthemain protagonists. There 
is ayoung comrade fromthe CPGB strug¬ 
gling to put up atent (as well as strugglingto 
explain why he is attracted by the ‘coher¬ 
ence’ of communism).The clowns can’t de¬ 
cide if they should talk to the police in 
high-pitched or normal voices and their 
march ends in disarray because they are too 
many for ‘collective decision-making’. Mark 


Christopher Mitchell G8: can you hear us? 
Tuesday November 15, BBC4,9pm 



Greens, reds ... and downs 

Fischer is seen building some bridges witha 
young member of the Morning Star’s Com¬ 
munist Party of Britain - ‘You two-headed, 
revisionist lizard he gently chides him. 
Clearly, unity talks loom 

A significant moment comes when oom- 
radeFischer and Matt Wootton meetforthe 
first time. CPGB comrades (like many oth¬ 
ers) h ave jus t arrived, ov er t wo hours 1 ate, 
forthe demonstration outside the Gleneagles 
Hotel. Anarchists, clowns and direct action 
supporters had arbitrarily decided to block 
all access roads leading to the area to “stop 
the service workers making it through to the 
G8”, as one told me on the day. As if the 
leaders oft he capitalist world were going to 
haveto make do with sharing a PotNoodle 
- was it really beyond their ken to get hotel 
s taff h el ic optered in? 

While Woo tton s ides with thes eanti-demo- 
cratic stunts, comrade Fischer criticises them 
strongly: “I don’t like anarchists or clowns, 


What we 
fight for 

Our central aim is the organisation of communists, 
revolutionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically 
advanced workers into a Communist Party. Without or¬ 
ganisation the working class is nothing; with the high¬ 
est form of organisation it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Com¬ 
munist Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ 
on the left. In reality they are confessional sects. Mem¬ 
bers who disagree with the prescribed ‘line’ are ex¬ 
pected to gag themselves in public. Either that or face 
expulsion 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of 
democratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek 
to achieve unity in action and a common worid outlook. 
As long as they support agreed actions, members have 
the right to speak openly and form temporary or per¬ 
manent factions. 

■ Communists oppose theUS-UK occupation of Iraq and 
stand against all imperialist wars but constantly strive 
to bring to the fore the fundamental question - ending 
war is bound up with ending capitalism. 

Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we 
strive for the closest unity and agreement of working 
class and progressive parties of all countries. We op¬ 
pose every manifestation of national sectionalism. It is 
an internationalist duty to uphold the principle, ‘One 
state, one party’. To the extent that the European Un¬ 
ion becomes a state then that necessitates EU-wide 
trade unions and a Communist Party of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. With¬ 
out a global Communist Party, a Communist Interna¬ 
tional, the struggle against capital is weakened and 
lacks coordination. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working 
class as a whole. They differ only in recognising the im¬ 
portance of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theoiy 
is no dogma, but must be constantly added to and en¬ 
riched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the 
future of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous 
with war, pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global 
system capitalism can only be superseded globally. All 
forms of nationalist socialism are reactionary and anti¬ 
working class. 

■ 1h e cap italistclasswillneverwillinglyallowtheirwealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. 
They will resist using every means at their disposal. Com¬ 
munists favour using parliament and winning the big¬ 
gest possible working class representation. But work¬ 
ers must be readied to make revolution - peacefully if 
we can, forcibly if we must. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all 
spheres of society. Democracy must be given a social 
content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective cir¬ 
cumstances allow to achieve a federal republic of Eng¬ 
land, Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and 
a United States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for commrmism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Wom¬ 
en’s oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and 
the struggle for peace and ecological sustainability are 
just as much working class questions as pay, trade un¬ 
ion rights and demands for high-quality health, housing 
and education. 

■ Socialism represents victory in the battle for democ¬ 
racy. It is the ride of the working class. Socialism is ei¬ 
ther democratic or, as with Stalin’s SovietUnion, it turns 
into its opposite. 

■ Socialism is the 1i rst stage of the worldwide transition 
to communism - a system which knows neither wars, 
exploitation, money, classes, states nor nations. Com¬ 
munism is general freedom and the real beginning of 
human history. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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butl wouldnevertryto keep them away from 
a protest. With our history, we must be 
squeaky-clean when it comes to democracy 
in ourownmovement. How can we criticise 
the G8 forbeing a small minority that tram¬ 
ples onthe rights ofthe majorityifwedothe 
same thing?” 

Wootton has no immediate answer, but 
when Mark has gone, he moans: “Yeah, he 
talks about democracy in the movement, so 
that evety body seems to agree with him and 
he can decide everything.” 

S orry, Matt, di d ou r nation al organiser up - 
set you in some way ? You can always write 
in, you know ... 

Christopher Mitchellisto be congratulated 
on producing a lively, touching and amusing 
filmthat - while it doesn’tgeteveiythingright 
-tells atruth about the general state of our 
movement through affectionate portraits of 
three of its activists* 

Catherine Mason l _j 
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Martin John 
jumps before 
he is pushed 



Decision time for SWP 



Sue Bond: regret 


O n Satui'day November 12 the 
Socialist Workers Party held a 
meeting ofits Public and Com¬ 
mercial Services Union members. The 
purpose of the meeting, which took 
place in London and was attended by 
ju st over 20c omrade s fro m aro und th e 
country, was toattempt to dealwith the 
crisis in the fraction whereby leading 
members onthe union ’snational execu- 
tivehadonceagain failed to adhere to 
the SWP’sagreedpositionon cl ear mat¬ 
ters of principle. The situation had be¬ 
come so embarrassing that the SWP 
leadership was forced at last to act. 

Theissuesconcern the union climb- 
down overpensions and the decisionof 
MartinJohn andSue Bondtovote with 
the Socialist Party/Scottish Socialist 
Party to accept this letreatwithouta fight 
(see Weekly Worker Nov ember 3). The 
seriousnessof the matterwasshown by 
the fact that the meeting was also at¬ 
tended by several prominent SWPers 
not in the PCSU. Leading the central 
committee delegation was Chris 
Harman. 

The centralcommittee distributed its 
statement which correctly outlines the 
position to be taken asregards thepro- 
posed pensions deal and the need for 
party discipline in such matt as. But it 
accepts no responsibility for the CC’s 
own role inthisdebacle - the comrades 
were full y aware o f tli e pos iti ons taken 
by Martin John over the last few years 
andtheyfailedtotakeaction. So what 
did they expect to happen? It was only 
a matter of time before h e let them down 
pub licly again. And tlii s time the effect 
was felt much wider thanj ust withi n the 
PCSU. 

The PCSU comrades present who 
hadcomenotonly toshow their loyalty 
to the SWP but have a go at Martin 
John were to be disappointed. Com¬ 
rade John hadsaithis letter ofresigna- 
tion to SWP national secretary Martin 
Smith the daybeforethemeding. 

General secretary Mark Serwotka 
can do no wrong fcr John. He writes: 
“Nobody could have done more than 
Mark” and “Mark will play a crucial 
role”, and explainshis refusal to accept 
SWP discipline in this way: “I have also, 
for the last five years, acted as a close 
adviser to Mark and publicly arguing a 
pos iti on I ob viou sly di d not full y s hare 
would makethis veiy difficult.” More 
importantly,disagreeing with Markand 
the SP would ruin John’s chances ofa 
full-time post. 

So, after27years ofSWP member- 
ship,hehas finallyjumpedship.Hewill 
nowbesupported as an ‘independent’ 
by the Socialist Party. This will be the 
prefared position of both Martin John 
and the SP comrades - though if the lat¬ 
ter really wishedto rubthenosesofthe 
SWP in it, they would insist he joins their 
organisation. If John had to do this to 
save his posit ion in the union, then I am 
sure he would. 

For anyone who may feel I am b eing 
tooharali on MartinJohn and the CC’s 
inability todeal with him, I have had a 
quick look though the Weekly Worker 
arehivesto see what haspreviously been 
written. And I find the CC has been 
givenplenty of wamingsregardinghis 
political positions and lack ofparty dis¬ 
cipline. The lactthat they and the PCSU 


fraction ignored them is to their 
shame. In June 2004 (yes, one 
and a half years ago) I wrote of 
“the everrightward-movingMar- 
tin John”, who argued at the 
PCSU conference against a mo¬ 
tion calling ibrthe rejectionofany 
pay offer below the European 
decency threshold of £16,780, 
sincethis was “not an achievable 
demand”. Hardly the pos iti on of 
the SWP. 

I wrote at the time: “For Mar¬ 
tin J ohn it is no doubt more irnpo r- 
tant to get elected than fight for 
the policies he claimsto stand for. 
Needless to say,not all the SWP 
comrades at the conferotce wae 
prepared to support Martin John 
on thes e issues, but they s eem un- 
ab le to replace him as their 1 eadi ng rep- 
resentative and therefore the whole 
SWP gets tarnished with the bureau- 
aati c n onsense that he esp ous es 

In March 200 51 wrote an article con- 
caning the calling off of a strike over 
pensions in the run-up to the general 
election. I reported that Socialist Party 
executive members wae “sup portedin 
tlieirdecision tosuspend the actionby 
Sue Bond and MartinJohn”. In relation 
to the SWP I wrote: “On the one hand 
it aiguesthat strike action canwin, and 
yet its NEC members readily go along 
with the Socialist Party in suspaidingthe 
action. Theymust have known thatcall- 
ing off the strike w as hardly likely to be 
the position oftlie SWP leadership(in 
fact within two days Socialist Worker 
publis hed an artic le c rit id sing the uni on 
for doing just that). 

“Recently MartinJohn voted toaccept 
a poor pay deal (tying the hands of 
100,000department forworks andpen- 
sions members for three years), and then 
votedagainst amotion trying to commit 
Left Unity, the PCSU broad left, to at 
least camp aign for a ‘no ’ vote in the sub- 
sequentballot. The position of comrade 
Johnincortinually ignoring the discipline 
of the SWP can only be put down to 
personal ambition. There are a number 
ofleftwing officials that have recently 
taken up residence as PCSU full-timers 


and onlybykeepingin with the Socialist 
Party can you guarantee positions on 
slates fbrNEC and officerposts.” 

It is of interest that there is to be no 
action taken against Sue Bond. The 
viewo f the SWP appears to be that this 
is her “first offence”. But as the quote 
abo ve sh ows, Su e B ond was wi th Mar- 
t in John in v oting t o c all off the proposed 
strike action in March 2005 despite it 
being obvious what the position of the 
SWPwas. So, on two key issues Sue 
Bondhasnowbrokenthediscipline of 
the SWP. 

Theletterofapo logy that Sue Bond 
haswrittaiis embarrassing for a com¬ 
rade of such long standing. She now 
accepts that she and John, “whatever 
the tactical considerations, should not 
have voted i n favour of t he paisi ons deal 
because this was a clear matta ofprin- 
ciple”. ComradeBondcontinues: “Ido 
regretthe po sitiono ur vote left comrades 
in,and the significantimplicationsforthe 
left in otha public sector unions. I can 
certainly assure comrades thatl have no 
i ntentio n of breakin gparty disc ipl ine in 
thefuture.”Neitlia comradeBondnor 
the CC make any mention of the previ- 
ousoccasi on where party discipline was 
broken. Comrade Bond instead at¬ 
tempts to shift some of the blame onto 
the other comrades in the PCSU frac¬ 
tion for theirlack ofsupport. 


The real problem with the 
PCSU fraction is that they have 
consistently failed to standup to 
Martin John as he continued his 
ambition-fuelledrightward oriai- 
tation. Very few members of the 
fraction committee willfeel they 
have genuinely acted as revolu¬ 
tionary socialists inthe union over 
the last few years. 

The PCSU fraction andthe cen¬ 
tral committee have consistently 
allowed Martin John (and also, 
but to a lesserextent. Sue Bond) 
to tail the SP/SSP/Serwotka 
leadeishipdespite its obvious fail¬ 
ings. Nowhere can we find any 
criticism of Serwotka. They fear 
that to criticise Serwotka will 
meananyinfluence they have,plus 
theoccasional appearanoe on Respect 
platforms, will be lost. 

Of course, neither SWP members 
outsidethe PCSUnorthereadershipof 
Socialist Worker initially had any idea 
that there were serious problems with 
tlieir own comrades inthe PCSU. Firstly 
they read a good article by Chris 
Bambery which lays down the line on 
pension s. Unfortunately th is artic le only 
criticises the TUC, delibaately lailingto 
mention the leading role played in the 
sell-out negotiations by Serwotka. The 
following week they read an article from 
one of their PCSU activists, which is 
silent on the roleof their own leading 
comrades. 

Itis onlynow, nearly fourweeks later 
and un da pressure fo llowing my last ar¬ 
ticle ( Weekly Worker November 3), 
that the SWP puts out a statement re- 
gardi ng th e pens ion s d eal and t he c on - 
duct of their two comrades on the 
national executive. In this statement 
thereisno attemptatexplaininghow this 
situation has come about. To do so, the 
centralcommittee wouldhave to explain 
why it allowed the comrades to ignore 
party policies and discipline for over 
three years. Th is fudgingof the problem 
is in direct contradiction with the final 
sentence of the statement, which de¬ 
clares: “Honestdebate overissues is 
not a barrier to this-it is essential.” Well, 


we live inhope. 

It now remains to be seen what the 
SWP PCSU fraction intends to do in 
forthcoming elections. Despite the res¬ 
ignation of Martin John, un da t he threat 
of expulsion, SWP members remain 
unsure as to whetha they intend voting 
forhiminthe internalLeftUnity elec¬ 
tions. Some of the comrades fail to see 
the contradictionthat if they cannot sup¬ 
port him when he was aparty comrade, 
then it must be impossible to do so 
when he b reaks from t hem to th e righ t. 
How can the SWP votefortheSP and 
Stalinists inthe LeftUnity elections when 
they accusethemof voting for“a deal 
which lets down future generations of 
workers”? 

It is time the SWP members in the un¬ 
ion voted for Socialist Caucus candi¬ 
dates in the Left Unity elections. A 
So dali st C aucu s/S WP bloc wo uld h ave 
a real chance of be in g in the majority on 
keydepartmentexecutives (notably the 
100,000-memba department for work 
and pensions). Such an alliance would 
not split the left, as there will still be a 
united Let Unity slate come the actual 
union elections sevaal months lata. If 
the SWP comrades continue to bloc with 
those they frequently vote against, and 
refuse to align with those they usually 
vote with, thenthey will be seen tohave 
chan ged nothing apart from the person¬ 
nel at the top. Theirpolitics of oppor¬ 
tune m inthi s uni on, as demonstrat ed by 
MartinJohn, will continue in the desper¬ 
ate hope of getting elected and gaining 
‘influence’. 

It is now up to the SWP comrades to 
decidewhethertheywishto organisea 
real fightback against job cuts and pen¬ 
sion attacks, orcontinueto tail file cow¬ 
ardly SocialistParty, acting as file SP’s 
left cover, andtake noresponsibility for 
their lack of fight. If the SWP want to 
stop tliepensions sell-out there is still 
time - but to simply re-electthe Social¬ 
ist Party ontothe LeftUnity slate will kill 
any chanceof afightontheissue. 

Lee Rock 
national secretary, PCSU 
Socialist Caucus 
www.socialistcaucus.org.uk 
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